


Notice to Reader, 

This draft environmental impact statement on the Northeast Resource Area 
Resource Mansgeamnt Plan is for your review and comment. A team of resource 
specialists have contributed to the plan and this document. A significant 
amount of input fran other federal, state, and local agencies; private 
organizations; and individuals has been useful throughout the process of 
developing this envimnmental impact statement. 

Twenty nine land management issues are discussed and analyzed within this 
document. Although the ma,jor issue say be, what lands should be retained or 
disposed of, there are 28 other issues that must be considered. For instance; 
potential coal mining, oil and gas drilling, wildlife habitat protection, and 
firewood cutting ape all important parts of the alternative plans. 

As authorized by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) several references 
to other documents are made in this EIS. They are all available at the District 
Office in Canon City or the Resource Area Office in Wheatridge. Copies of 
referenced material can be sent to requestors. A reproduction fee may be 
required. 

Your comments are invited on the appropriateness of the alternatives and on the 
adequacy of the impact assessment. You are also invited to submit pertinent 
data or research information that may be of use. Please direct your written 
comments to the Area Manager, Northeast Resource Area, 10200 West 44th Avenue 
1222, Wheatridge, Colorado 80033. Written comments should be received by close 
Of bUSitleS6 on July 23, 1984. Oral and written comments will be accepted at 
public hearings scheduled below: 

PLACE 

Elbart County Courthouse Annex 
Commissioners Hearing Room 
221 Cownche 
Kiova, Colorado 

DATE AND TIME 

7:00 P.M. Monday 
June 4, 1984 

Larimer County Courthouse 
Commissioners Rearing Roan 
200 West Oak 
Ft. Collins, Colorado 

7:GO P.M. Tuesdsy 
June 5, 1984 

Gilpin County Courthouse 
Court Room 
203 Eureka 
Central City, Colorado 

7:00 P.M. Wednesday 
June 6, 1984 

Ramada Foothills 
11595 West 6th Avenue 
(6th and Sims) 
Lakewood, Colorado 

7:00 P.M. Thursday 
June 7, 1984 

All comments on alternative appropriateness and impact assessment adequacy 
received on tiam will be evaluated and addressed in the final environmental 
impact statement on the proposed resource management plan. 

Please retain this draft environmental impact statement for future reference as 
the final environmental impact statesmnt will not duplicate this report. We 
intend to have the final environmental impact statement supplement this draft. 

Sincerely yours, 

District Manager 

rn& 
Acting State Director 
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This draft environmental impact statement on the Northeast Resource Management 
Plan describes and analyzes five alternatives for managing the public lands and 
resources in the Northeast Resource Area. Alternative A is the present 
management continued. Alternatives B and C were developed to improve on the 
continuation of current management alternative. Alternative D is the outcane of 
initial analyses of the first 3 alternatives and public input. At this time 
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the same resource goals of Alternative D but consolidate public land ownership 
for management and cost efficiency. 
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Expected management costs would increase 18% from previous years. 
This cost is relatively equal to Alternatives A and D but higher than 
C or E. 

C. LIMITED BLM Rl?l’ENTION AND RESPONSE TO ISSUES 

This alternative was developed with the intention that other public 
agencies manage lands that could be more efficiently managed by them 
as determined by location and interest. This alternative also 
designated non-public value lands for disposal by general open market 
sale. What limited public land (BLM) that remained would be managed 
much as under current management, Alternative A. One exception is 
Riverside Reservoir which would have the habitat for the endangered 
white pelican and other waterfowl improved. 

Approximately 9620 acres would be transferred to other public 
agencies, 9130 acres would be put up for general sale, and 17,810 
acres would, after specific review, be retained, transferred, or 
disposed of as determined appropriate. Only 3480 acres would remain 
administered by the BLM and most of that associated with Riverside 
Reservoir. Subsurface mineral estate acres would rise to 630,890. 

Access to public lands would not be pursued and 240 acres with access 
would be disposed of leaving 7210 acres with legal access. 

Approximately 23,480 acres of important wildlife habitat including 
other public agency disposal lands and specific review lands would be 
maintained, and 18,840 acres of excellent and good potential habitat 
will be under federal or DOW control. 

The acres available for timber and fuelwood harvesting would be 
reduced to 13,780. The annual harvest would be reduced to 230 
cords. 

Water quality concern areas and floodplains vould be partly disposed 
of, increasing the risk of degradation. All water sources would be 
protected. Soil erosion would be slightly reduced due to a small 
reduction in vegetative disturbance. 

Valuable open space tracts would not be specifically protected and 
1800 acres would be disposed of to non-public entities. The greatest 
degradation of scenic quality would occur under this alternative. 
Approximately 930 acres of high quality and 4180 acres of somewhat 
less quality would be degraded. 

Recreational opportunities will be greatly reduced due to disposal 
and character changes. Approximately 8860 acres of semi-primitive 
character would change to roaded natural or rural and 5650 acres of 
roaded natural character would change to rural. 

Minerals development would be less favorable for locatable minerals 
than any other alternative. Salable, coal, and oil and gas 
development favorability muld rate equal to current management 
(highest of alternatives). 

Vegetative disturbance would be the laxest of any alternative. 

Expected managenmnt costs for the first 5 years would increase ?$ 
from previous years, thereafter it would decrease by 3% Thiswould 
result in a cost savings for the BLM over Alternatives A, B, and D 
only. 

D. LJMITJZD BLM RETENTION AND INCRBASED PESFONSE To ISSUl% 

This alternative was developed with the intention that other public 
agencies manage lands that could be more effectively managed by them 
as determined by resource values as well as by location and interest. 
In addition to general sale for many acres some non-public value 
lands were designated for sale to specific private interests. Public 
input YBS used to reevaluate smny areas concerning public values and 
interest in specific tracts for status changes. The maJor difference 
from Alternative C is the BLM retention of a little more land and 
intensified smltiple use management on these lands. 

Approximately 10,810 acres would be transferred to other public 
agencies, 7550 acres would be put up for sale, and 16,700 acres 
would, after specific review, be retained, transferred, or dispsed 
of as determined appropriate. Approximately 4980 acres would be 
retained by the BIH. Subsurface mineral management acres would 
increase to 628,200. 

Access to public lands would increase to 8340 acres even with 
disposal of 80 acres with existing access. 

BLM and other public sgency lands where wildlife habitat would be 
wintained or improved total 26,580 acres, and 21,380 acres of 
excellent and good potential habitat will be under federal or Mail 
control. 

Timber and fuelwood harvesting would be reduced to 257 cords per year 
from approximately 17,140 acres. 

Water quality concern areas and floodplains would be partly disposed 
of, increasing the risk of degradation. All uater sources would be 
protected. Soil erosion vmuld be only slightly higher than 
Alternative C, but still quite low. 

Valuable open space would be protected on 15,840 acres, but 440 
valuable acres would be disposed of. Approximately 2570 acres would 
have their scenic quality reduced slightly. 

Recreational opportunities would be similar to Alternative B (i.e. 
relatively little change). 

Minerals development favorability would be reduced by 5% for 
locatable minerals and 2% for oil and &as* Salable and Coal would 
remain the same. 

Vegetative disturbance would be Just slightly higher than under 
Alternative C. 

Expected smnsgement costs would increase 15% from previous years. 
This cost is relatively equal to Alternatives A and B but higher than 
c or E. 

Five multiple use Resource Management Plans for the Bureau of Land Management 
(B&i) administered lands and resources in the Northeast Resource Area, Colorad 
are presented in this Resource Management PlanfEnvironmsntal Impact Statement. 
The alternative plans are analyzed for their future benefits produced and 
resulting adverse impacts. The first purpose of this document is to present the 
mitigative measures that will be used to minimize the adverse impacts and 
identify one alternative plan as the BIM's preferred alternative. At this time 
Alternative E - No BLM Retention is preferred. The second is to gather public 
input on these so that a final plan can be chosen or developed. 

The 5 alternatives produced benefits, resulting adverse impacts, and mitigation, 
in summary are: 

A. CONTINUATION OF CURRENT MANAGEMENT (NO ACTION ALTERNATTVE) 

This is the no action alternative required by the Council on 
Environsmntal Quality and because it describes the present situtation 
can be used for a base to ccmpare other alternatives to. Under this 
Plan, the current management approach would stay the s&m?! into the 
future. 

Approximately 4700 acres would be disposed of to non-public entitles 
and the BLM would continue to manage approxlwtely 32,350 acres under 
the multiple use concept as per the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act of 1976 (FLFW.). An additional 619,700 acres of 
subsurface mineral estate would be managed for mineral production in 
cooperation with the surface owners. 

Access to public lands would continue at the present level, legal 
public access to approximately 7450 acres. 

Wildlife habitat maintenance would continue on approximately 31,820 
acres, and 26,210 acres of excellent and good potential habitat would 
be under federal or IX)W control. 

The forested land in the front range (approximately 17,640 acres) 
would continue to have limited harvest permitted (380 cords per year) 

Water quality, floodplains, and water sources would be maintained. 
Soil erosion would be minimal. 

Protection of valuable open space would not be pursued and 80 acres 
would be disposed of to non-public entities. A projected 2330 acres 
would likely have their scenic quality reduced slightly. 

Recreational opportunities will remain nearly the same except on 
approxinmtely 9180 acres where a loss of semi-primitive character 
would change to roaded natural. 

Minerals development muld continue under the highest alternative 
favorability for locatable, salable, oil and gas, and coal. 

The largest amount of vegetation disturbance would occur under this 
alternative. 

Expected mansgement costs would increase 17% frcm previous years. 
This Cost is relatively equal to Alternatives B and D but higher than 
C or E. 

B. MODERATE BLM RETENTION AND INCREASED RESPONSE TO ISSUES 

This alternative was developed with the intention that the SIN 
initiate actions to provide the lands and resources for use as 
identified by issues and that other public agencies assume management 
of appropriate lands. The BW would implesmnt an increased level of 
projects, sales, leases, protection actions, and use supervision to 
satisfy the publics interests. 

Approxismtely 3690 acres would be disposed of to non-public entities 
and 14,770 acres turned over to other appropriate public agencies. 
The BfM would increase multiple use mangement (FLFXA) on 
approximately 21,570 acres. Subsurface mineral responsibility would 
increase to approxinmtely 620,110 acres in cooperation with the 
surface owners. 

Access to public lands uould be pursued to valuable tracts. 
Approximately 12,420 acres would become accessible to the public. 

Wildlife habitat improvement would take place on 32,020 acres, and 
25,740 acres of excellent and good potential habitat will be under 
federal or DOW control. 

Timber and fuelwood management and harvesting would stay the sa.ms as 
the current situation. Approximately 17,640 acres would be available 
for harvesting and 360 cords per year would be sold. 

Water quality, floodplains, and water sources would be maintained as 
under the current nmnagement alternative. Soil erosion would be the 
sams as current management also. 

Much of the valuable open space tracts in the front range would be 
protected (15,250 acres). Approximately 1030 valuable acres would be 
disposed of to non-public entities. Som? 2250 acres would likely 
have their scenic quality reduced slightly. 

Recreational opportunities will be slightly changed in character. 
Approximstely 1640 acres of semi-primitive type land will be altered 
to roaded natural and 4590 acres of roaded natural character will 
becoms rural in character. 

Minerals development would continue under high favorability for 
locatable minerals and coal. Salable, and oil and gas favorability 
for development would decrease by about 2 percent from current 
management. 

Vegetative disturbance will probably be only slightly less than under 
current management. 
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E. NO BLM RETENTION (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE) 

This alternative was developed to consolidate federal land managersant 
reflponsibility within the Resource Area. All surface lands with 
public value would be transferred or disposed of to public agencies. 
Non-public value lands would be disposed of to non-public entitles. 

The USFS would gain responsibility of 23,640 acres in the front range 
and the National Park Service 120 near E&es Park. State and local 
governments would acquire 8720 acres. General sale of the remaining 
7550 acres would be initiated. The subsurface mineral estate under 
BIM administration would increase to 631,270 acres. Since other 
public agencies would be controlling mansgemsnt of all the lands that 
under Alternative D where to be retained or reviewed by the BIH 
little actual difference in impacts can be expected. 

The USFS smnsgemsnt might differ with regard to access (less would 
probably be pursued), open space (not spsciflcally protected), and 
locatable minerals (their regulations are slightly less favorable for 
development). In general no significant management differences from 
Alternative D are expected. 

Expected management costs for the first 5 years would increase 6% 
from previous years, thereafter it muld decrese by 67%. This would 
result in a significant cost savings for the BIM particularly over 
the long tens relative to all other alternatives. 

CHLW’IER I - INTRODUCTION 

GENERAL DESCRIF’HON OF THE RESOURCE AREA 

The Northeast Resource Area planning I-l?giOll encanpasses approximately 
one-quarter of the state of Colorado. This area Is the most populous part of 
the state Including the Fmnt Range cities of Fort Collins, Boulder, Denver, and 
Colorado Springs (to mention only the larger four). It also includes the 
northeastern plains spreading cut to Wyoming, Nebraska, and Kansas. All or part 
bf 22 counties lie within the area. 

The BIM administers approxismtely 40,030 acres (2860 acres are cooperatively 
managed k~ the USFS) making it the fourth largest land smnsging sgency after the 
Forest Service, Natfonal Park Service, and the State of Colorado. & far the 
largest amount of land Is privately owned. Several counties particularly along 
the Front Range own land, usually for recreation and open space. 

The BIH also administers appmxinately 615,000 acres of subsurface estate 
(minerals) where the surface is non-federal. The minerals administered vary 
fran coal only, oil and gas only, to all minerals and sometimes "other minerals" 
nhieh generally represents a fractional Interest or a combination of specific 
minerals. 

This plan addresses only the 40,030 acres and 615,000 acres identified above. 

Jigure I-l shows the location of the Northeast Resource Area and some basic 
<eograpIw. In addition, a foldout sap of the area is included. This map shows 
;he resource area divided into ten management sones. (numbered 1 through 10). 
This foldout map and corresponding zone maps 1.3, and 5 through 9 are found in 
;he smp section and show land ownership. These smps are frequently referred to 
.hrcughout this document. 

:he 10 mtnsgement zones are: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

8. 

9. 

3. 

The Denver Coal Basin located muthea& of the city of Denver, 
northeast of Colorado Springs, and !m+st of Lirmn. This area is almost 
entirely subsurface estate and mostly coal only. (See Zone Map 1) 

The eastern plains south of the South Platte River and east of the 
Denver Coal Basin include a large amount of oil and gas subsurface 
estate and scattered small public land tracts. (See Resource Area 
Base Map) 

The lower South Platte River zone extends from Greeley to Nebraska and 
includes public land associated with a number of irrigation 
reservoirs. It also includes an area north of Fort Collins where 
public land is again associated with irrigation reservoirs, (See Zone 
Maps: 3+3b,3c,3d,3e,3f,3g) 

This sane is similar to number 2 except it is north of the South 
Platte River. It includes the Pawnee Grasslands area. (See Resource 
Area Base Map) 

The northern front range foothills are included in this zone and runs 
south from Wyoming to north of Boulder. It also includes a small area 
around Estes Park. (See Zone Haps: 5a, 5b) 

The Ward-Gold Hill sane is located west of Boulder and includes 
mineralized lands in these areas. It also includes some public land 
along South Boulder Creek. (See Zone Map 6/7) 

This small rone lies southwest of Boulder and northeast of Central 
City and Blackhawk. (See Zone Map 6/7) 

The I-70 corridor best describes the location of this zone. It lies 
fran l/2 to 7 miles from the highway starting west of Golden and 
continuing west to Grsynont. (See Zone Ksp 8) 

The Evergreen zone lies southwest of Denver and includes a few small 
scattered parcels of public land, the public lands along the South 
Platte River near the town of South Platte, and scattered subsurface 
estate. (See Zone Msp 9) 

This sane has little public land or subsurface estate but includes the 
highly populated urbanized front range corridor. (See Resource Area 
Base Msp) 

PURPOSE AND NEED 

As required by the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 and Bureau of 
Land Management (B&l) planning regulations 43 CFR Part 1600 (Public Lands and 
Resources; Planning, Progmmming. and Budgeting) the BW Northeast Resource Area 
is preparing a plan that will update its rmnagement direction for public land 
and subsurface estate. The plan will guide the resource mansgement of 
approxilartely 40,030 acres of public land and 615,000 acres of subsurface estate 
within the Northeast Resource Area, Canon City District (Fig. I-l). 

This draft environmental impact statement is intended to aid the decision maker 
in selecting an appropriate land use plan for the resource area. It is also 
intended to satisfy the Council on Environmental Quality regulations 40 CFR Part 
1500, Federal Regulations for Implementing the National Environmental Policy Act 
of 1969. The Council on Environmental Quality regulations state "National 
Envimnnmntsl Policy Act procedures must ensure that environmental infOmm%tiOn 
is available to Imblfc officials and citizens before decisions are made and 
before actions are taken." The BIM's preferred plan (Alternative E) is 
identified for public ccmment. Changes will be published in the final 
environmental impact statenmnt. 

Five alternatives considered for nanaging the BLM administered lands and 
resources are described and analyzed in this document. The alternatives 
concentrate on significant issues that need to be addressed, principally which 
public land should BLM retain and what resources are most valuable and in need 
of improved management. The alternatives offtr different choices for resolving 
the issues. 

A formal plan is needed for the public lands and resoumes of this area of 
Colorado for rmny reasons, among which are: 

1. Approximately 8o$ of the public land Is within the heavily 
populated and growing "Front Range Urban Corridor" from Fort Collins 
to Colorado Springs which places high and conflicting demands on 
these lands. For all public land the issues are: first, which 
lands should be retained by BIM and which should be disposed 
of (and to whom); then, if retained what uses should be allowed (tree 
cutting, recreation, grazing, mining, snd off road vehicles), where, and 
how will other values be protected (historical sites, water, soil, 
wildlife, scenery, open space, etc.). 

2. Public concern over energy development is intense. 

a) The Denver Coal Basin lies just east of this same "Front Range Urban 
Corridor" and contains approxirmtely 250,000 acres of subsurface 
estate. Approximately 40$ is known to contain recoverable coal 
using the U.S. Department of Interior criteria. Over 14,000 acres are 
currently under preference right lease application. 

b) There are approximately 13,000 acres of public land and 250,000 acres of 
subsurface estate with high to moderate oil and gas potential and nearly 
all are presently leased. 

3. Before making any land or resource decision, the effect on the economy 
and social well-being of the local area must be considered. 

The final plan will guide the manageskent of the BIM administered lands and 
resources for at least 10 years. It will improve the effectiveness of the 
Resource Area Uanager in day to dsy decision making, annual funding projections, 
and public information by establishing long term goals for land and resource 
management. 

THJS PLANNING PROCESS 

The planning process described in BIM planning regulations 43 CFR part 1600, 
consists of nine action steps: (1) Inventory and Data Collection; (2) 
Identification of Issues; (3) Development of Planning Criteria; (4) Management 
Situation Analysis; (5) Alternative Formulation; (6) Assessment of Alternatives; 
(7) Selection of Preferred Alternative; 
Plan; and (9) Monitoring and Evaluation. 

(8) Selection of Resource Wanagement 

The nine action steps are suomarised below. Detailed documentation of the first 
seven completed steps is available for review in the Northeast Resource Area 
office. 

STEP 1. INVENTORY 

The public resources are continually inventoried to establish a data hase for 
use in the analysis of later steps. Chapter 3 of this draft environmental 
impact statement describes the various resources that have been inventoried. 

STEP 2. IDENTIFICATION OF ISSUES 

The general public, other federal agencies, and state and local governments were 
asked to identify public land management issues in the resource area. In 
addition, BLM identified nmnsgement concerns that were not identified by these 
groups. This step determined the scope of the plan by determining the 
significant issues to be addressed. The issues are presented below. 

STEP 3. DEVEMPMERT OF PLANNING CRITERIA 

Planning criteria were developed to identify the considerations and constraints 
that would be applied throughout the planning process. For example, the 
criteria developed which apply to the issue, "Which public land is suitable for 
livestock grazing?" include (a) distance from water; (b) excessive slope or 
other physical barriers; (c) forage production; and fd) current and potential 
erosion. Further explanation is presented below. Specific planning criteria 
developed for each issue are available for review in the Northeast Resource Area 
Office and are included in the definition of issue mansgement decision options 
(Chapter II). 

STEP 4. MARAGEXEXT SITUATION ABALYSIS 

This step explores the identified issues and concerns to determine the 
capability of the public resources to respond to demand. It describes the 
resources potential, explains how the resources are currently being mansged, and 
determines possible options for managing the resources in an effort to meet the 
denmnd. 'Ihe Management Situation Analysis was used in developing the 
Alternatives (Chapter II) and the Affected Environment (Chapter III). 

STEP 5. ALTERNATIVE FOR!#JLATION 

The current management and management options in step 4 were used to fonulate 
alternatives in this step. Several initial alternatives were considered but 



only four alternatives to current management were finally selected for detailed 
study. Alternatives not carried forward are listed et the end of Chapter II 
(Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Study). 

STEP 6. ASSESSMENT OF ALTERNATIVES 

The physical, biological, and human effects of implementing each alternative 
were analyzed. This step is the environmental analysis required by the National 
Environmental Policy Act and is presented in Chapter IV and summarized in 
Chapter II. 

STEP 7. SELECTION OF PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

The Preferred Alternative presented in Chapter II was formulated based on (1) 
issues identified through the process; (2) public and other agency input 
received at public meetings, workshops, and through newsletters; (3) forma1 
coordination and consultation with other agencies; (4) decision criteria 
developed and considered by management; and (5) analysis of the impacts 
associated with the specific recolnmendations in each of the five alternatives. 
The Preferred ALternative is also analyzed for environmental. impacts as 
described in step 6. 

STEP 8. SELECTION OF RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

The eighth step is the plan selection approval process. It is completed after 
public comment on the draft document and publication of the final environmental 
impact statement. The Final Plan is implemented after considering commsnts on 
the Final EIS and issuing a Record of Decision. 

STEP 9. MONITORING AND EVALUATION 

The plan is implemented according to an impleumntation schedule included in the 
Final Plan. The implementation azhedule is subject to adjustment because of 
possible funding constraints. When additional detailed infommtion is needed 
for implementation, sow site-specific activity plans and assessments are 
written. The effects of implementation are monitored and evaluated. Standards 
are developed to determine whether or not mitigation measures are satisfactory, 
assumptions used in analysis of impacts were correct, and whether significant 
changes in related federal, state, or local land use plans have been made. 
Monitoring and evaluation reports are available for public review. 

PLANNING ISSUES AND CRITERIA 

At the beginning of the planning process, BLM, the general public, other federal 
agencies, and state and local governments identified issues and management 
concerns in the resource area (see Chapter V, Consultation and Coordintion). 
The issues were then screened to determine which issues would or would not be 
considered in the resource management plan. 

Issues that would not be resolved in the resource rarnsgement plan were 
documented and are on file in the Resource Area Office. These issues were 
totally administrative in nature or were outside the BLM's jurisdiction. 

As an example, "Garbage on public land is degrading the visual resource." The 
resolution of this issue involves an administrative decision and the necessary 
budget to send someone out to clean up garbage. It does not involve a land use 
decision or commitment of natural resources but only a commitment of manpower. 

Another example, "What will be done about air pollution from the west slope oil 
shale development." This issue is referred to other west slops districts for 
resolution. 

Issues that would be resolved in the resource management plan were used to 
determine the topics to be covered in the alternatives and to key in on the 
important decisions that needed to be made. These issues are listed below and 
usually encanpass several similar individual issues written in a form suitable 
for addressiw in the plan. Each issue is discussed further in Chapter II. 

1. Land Status: What public lands should be disposed of and to whom? 
Of the federally retained lands, what agency should smnsge the resources? What 
effect will these land tenure adjustments have? 

2. Access: What lands have or need public or administrative access? 
What effect will this access have and what effect will other mansgement have on 
access needs? 

3. Wildlife Habitat: Where are the wildlife habitats of importance 
and how should they be managed? What impacts will occur from mansging wildlife 
and what impacts will other BIM projects have on wildlife. 

4. Timber and Firewood: Where is there forest lands suitable for 
commercial cutting and for non-commercial cutting? What techniques smy be used 
and what will be the annual volume of timber cut? What impacts will result from 
these cuttings and what effect will other management have on the forest? 

5. Livestock Grazing: Where should grazing use continue, and what 
areas should be open or closed to future use? What impact will grazing have and 
what effect on graziug will other BLM actions have? 

6. Water Quality and Floodplains: Where is there a need to be 
particularly concerned with floodpLains and water quality, and how will the BLM 
projects be designed to minimize degredation? What effect will BLM projects 
have on water quality and how will needed restrictions affect other management? 

7. Water Sources: Where are there water sources on public lands? 
What effect will BLM projects have on these sources of water and what effect 
will the use of these waters have on other Bm actions? 

8. Soil Erosion: What areas of active soil erosion need special 
attention and where is erosion hazard high enough to wmrrant restrictions? What 
effect will BLM projects have on soil erosion and what effect will the 
restrictions have on management. 

9. Agricultural Use: What public lands should be open to 
agricultural use and which closed? W'hat effects will occur? 

10. Fire Protection: Where should Fire Protection be specifically 
provided? What effects could occur? 

11. Prescribed Burning: What areas should be closed to prescribed 
burning? What effect will the burning have and what effect will other 
management have on burning? 
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12. Gpen Space: What lands should be preserved as open space? What 
effect will this preservation have and what effect will other management have on 
the preservation? 

13. Scenic Quality: Where should scenic quality be preserved and to 
what degree? What effect will BLM management have on the scenic quality and how 
will the restrictions affect other management? 

14. Recreation Opportunity: What types of opportunities should be 
provided and where? Where are specific facilities or development needed? What 
impact would these have and what effect would other management have on the 
recreational opportunities desired? 

15. Cultural Resources: How will unidentified cultural resources be 
protected, and how will known sites be managed to preserve their value? What 
destruction will be likely fraa BLM projects and what affect will this 
protection have on other smnagement? 

16. Paleontolcgic Values: How will unidentified paleontologlc values 
be protected and how will known sites be managed to preserve their value? What 
losses will be likely due to 8124 projects and what effect will this protection 
have on other mansgemsnt? 

17. Geologic Features and Hazards: Where are geologic features and 
hazards located and what actions will be taken? What effect will these actions 
have and how will the features and hazards be affected by other mmagemsnt. 

10. Locatable Minerals: What public lands should remain or be closed 
to mineral location? What effect will the closures have and what impact will 
other smnsgement have on the exploration and development of locatable minerals? 

19. Saleable Minerals: What public lands should be closed to 
material. sale? What effect will the closures have and what impact will other 
management have on the exploration and development of saleable minerals? 

20. Coal : What lands should remain availabLe for further 
consideration for the leasing of cosl'i What impact would the leasing for coal 
exploration and development have and what effect will other management have on 
coal availability? 

21. Oil and Gas: Where should oil and gas exploration and 
development be excluded or limited and how? What impact would the leasing for 
oil and gas have and what effect will other management have on oil and gas 
activity? 

22. Air Quality: What air quality classifications and standards will 
apply to BIM projects? What effect will BIM projects have on air quality and 
how will the classification affect other smnagement? 

23. Road and Trail Standards: What road and trail construction and 
maintenance standards should apply on public lands? What impacts will occur 
frcan these standards and what effect will other management have? 

24. Pest Control: How will areas in need of pest control be 
identified and what types of control nay be used? What impact will these 
actions have and what impacts on pest populations will other sanagemsnt have? 

25. Use Authorizations: How will responses to applications for the 
various use autbrisations be made? What effect will this procedure have and 
what effect will other management have on applications? 

26. Public Infonmtion: How will the public be informed as to public 
land location and uses? What effects will result? 

27. Unauthorized Use: How will unauthorized use be prevented and 
resolved? What effect will this have and how will this be affected by other 
management? 

28. Eco"omics : What impacts on the local and national economy will 
BLM management have? How will the highest benefits be attained at the least 
cost? How can negative impacts be mitigated? 

29. Social: What impacts on the well being of local and national 
groups will BLM management have? How can the negative impacts be mitigated? 

The identification of areas potentially suitable for special designation to 
either wilderness, natural area, or an arsa of critical environmental concern 
lots included in the planning process. None of the inventories nor public 
recommendations identified potential areas. 

Criteris 

Planning criteria were developed for each issue to aid in the fonmalation of the 
resource management plan alternatives and in the environmental analysis process. 
More specifically, planning criteria (1) aided in the canpilation and analysis 
of inventory data; (2) helped d t e ermine the level of detail and scope of the 
analysis of the recommendations; (3) identified specific. laws, policies, and 
regulations limiting the types of recommendations appropriate for the plan; and 
(4) provided a logical thought process for developing the plan alternatives. 
Plannirg eritieria are based on: 

1. National, regional, and local laws and regulations; 

2. Multiple-use and sustained yield principles set forth in the 
Federal Land Policy and Management Act; 

3. BLM national and State Director guidance; 

4. Results of public participation and coordination with other 
federal, state, and local sgencies; 

5. Analysis of data and information needs; 

6. A systematic interdisciplinary approach to achieve integrated 
considerations of physical, biological, economic, social, and 
environmental conditions. 

The criteria have been incorporated into the management categories and 
definitions described in Chapter II. 
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Cm II-ALTERNATIVES 

INCLUDING THE PREFERRED PLAN 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter describes the alternatives considered in this environments impact 
statement. It is divided into k maJor sections: (1) Issue htanagement Options 
Considered and Analyzed in Detail, (2) Multiple Use Plan Alternatives Considered 
and Analyzed in Detail, (3) How the Preferred Plan Alternative was Selected, (4) 
Options and Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Study. 

ISSUE MANAGEMENT OPTIONS CONSIDERED AND ANALYZED IN DETAIL 

All BLM administered lands and resources were designated to mansgemnt 
categories (A,B,C, etc) for each of the 29 issues. Certain issues are 
administrative type decisions and therefore have only category A. Others which 
are land and resource use allocations may have from 2 categories (A and B) 
through 5 categories (A through E) to choose frcm. Each category is described 
below by identifying management goals, objectives, procedures, and criteria. 
These descriptors are sosmtimes called smnagement prescriptions. For public 
lands all 29 issues are addressed, whereas for subsurface estate only k issues 
(18 through 2l) are included since the surface resources are not administered by 
the SM. Also note that where more than one category designation ~8s identified 
as possible and reasonable by the team specialists they (A,&,C, etc.) uere 
included by designation in the alternatives. 

I. Land Status 

BLH administered lands are placed in one of three categories: A. Retention, 
B. Disposal, or C. Specific Review based on national interest. National 
interest is based on qualities inherent in the land or its use that best 
provides for or satisfies present and future needs of the Axmrican people. The 
two basic qualities evaluated to determine national interest are location and 
the relative scarcity of goods, services, or rmney capable of being prodmzed. 
Land status adjustments may be made by exchange, transfer, or sale. 

A. Retention - There are values that appear to be significant (i.e. 
national interest) on these lands, therefore they are ret-nded to be retained 
and managed in federal ownership. Appendix B footnotes identify the federal 
agency best suited to mnage the land if other than the BIM. A description of 
the rationale for retention and agency determination is also included. If 
ret-nded for a specific agency and that transfer is determined to be 
unattainable then another federal, state, or local agency may be considered. 
Where the BW will be the retaining and managing agency, adjacent lands within 
the area of national interest that would contribute substantially to the public 
values may be acquired. 

B. Disposal - It is in the national interest that these lands be disposed 
of to a non-federal entity. Appendix B footnotes identify public or private 
disposal values and specific disposal designations. The rationale for disposal 
and public or private determinations are made as follows: 

1. State - public values (agency identified). 
2. Local - public values (county or city identified). 
3. Private - non public values (specific group or individual 

identified). 
or 4. General - either public or non-public (open disposal). 

If the recommended disposal is determined to be unattainable then another 
determination for disposal may be considered within public entities or to 
general sale if originally private. 

C. Specific Review - These are lands that cannot be designated for 
Retention nor Disposal without further study and analysis. Review catld be 
initiated by public request, other agency interest, or by BIi% There are 
several reasons for this designation. One reason for this designation is 
footnoted in Appendix B as "Mining Claim Policy". This policy does not permit 
disposal of lands where unpatented mining claims exist. Land so claimed, if 
otherwise suitable for disposal, msy be made available if a mineral examination 
proves the claim(s) invalid or an exception is determined to be appropriate and 
acceptable to the mining claimant(s). Of course, such lands may be patented to 
the claiment if the requirements of the 1872 mining law are fulfilled. Other 
reasons include canplex ownership patterns, rights of wsy provisions, high 
interest values, and intense public concern over future uses which indicates the 
need for detailed analysis and specific review. The criteria for such review 
will be the same as above with continued public involvement and consideration of 
unique local conditions. 

All subsurface estate falls in this category because a mineral 
appraisal is required prior to determination. 

2. Access 

A. Existing - Legal public access is provided by a federal or state 

hi&w, county road, forest service road, or BLM road or easement. Private 
roads do not provide legal public access, consequently they are not indicated as 
existing access in this plan. 

B. Needed - Legal access (public or BIM) is desired for this public land. 
this may or may not require new construction but permanent access will be 
acquired by: 

1. Negotiation with all affected landowners 
2. Exchange of land as required 
3. The use of the right of eminent domain to condemn for access 

Two types of easements are possible: 

1. Exclusive - ELM controls use and furnishes rmintenance. Public 
access would be regulated by the BLM. 

2. Non Exclusive - BI.H does not control the use of the road and may 
provide partial maintenance. Public use mry or nay not be 
permitted. 

C. None - Legal access is neither available nor needed. The BLM will not 
pursue legal access. 

3. Wiilife Habitat 

A. Important - The goal for these lands is to maintain or improve the 
habitat to meet the objectives of the strategic plan of the Colorado Division of 
Wildlife. Mansgement may be provided through cooperative agreement with an 
appropriate state or federal wildlife agency or through the development of a BIM 
Habitat Management Activity Plan. The criteria used to determine important 
habitat are: 

1. Threatened or Endangered (T&E) species habitat 
2. Crucial or important seasonal habitat for game species or 

Federal/State high interest species. 
3. Important riparian habitat 

Likely target species include State or Federal T&E species such as: 
bald eagles, greenback cutthroat trout, white pelicans and greater prairie 
chickens, or high interest species such as bighorn sheep, brown trout, elk and 
other game species; or great blue herons, ferruginous hawks, gizzard shad and 
other nongame species. 

Projects proposed could include water developments (guzzlers. 
catchments, and spring developments), vegetative nmnipulation (clearcuts, 
chaining, burning, seedi% and planting), road control (closures and seasonal 
restrictions), stream improvements fgabfons, leg dams, trash collectors. 
fencing, rock placement), and breeding habitat improvement (island stabillsation 
or isolation, nesting structures, and artificial reefs), etc. Specific project 
design will be developed during the environmental analysis process and will 
include appropriate BLM specifications. 

B. General - These are areas which have no important vildlife values 
currently identified. These areas will be inventoried to determine if any 
important values are present before any major action could occur. General 
wildlife habitat vi.11 be protected by incorporating vlldlife concerns in the 
environmental assessment of proposed actions includiw the development of 
stipulations and mitigating measures. 

4. Timber and Fiiood 

Available 
"avaihble" 

- Intensively managed commercial forest lands which are 
for timber harvesting. These include forest inventory classes: 

Non-Problem and Restricted. 

The forest management obJective for these productive sites is to 
provide a sustainable timber harvest through the limits of a yearly allowable 
cut. Harvesti* will be accomplished through controlled timber sales to 
commercial loggers and to family firewood cutters. Cuttin(! practices will be 
limited to those which will provide for natural regeneration of the timber 
stand, and protection of the productivity of the site. 

B. Unavailable - Less intensively managed commercial forest lands vhich 
are currently "unavailable" for general timber harvesti!@. These include forest 
inventory classes: Withdrawn-Fragile Gradient and Adverse Location. 



The Sorest management objective is to protect these productive lands 
from pests and disease until technology becomes locally available to include 
them for harvest in the yearly allowable cut. Unavailable lands are currently 
withdrawn from harvesting due to reforestation problems associated with aspect, 
shallow, droughty soils; and steep, easily eroded soils. Adverse location 
results from small size, steep slopes and frsgile soils. Forest management will 
include direct pest control, mortality salvage, and controlled harvest by 
firewood cutters. 

c. Non-commercial - Less intensively mansged "non-commercial" forest 
lands which are unavailable for general timber harvesting. These include the 
forest inventory class: Withdrawn-Low Site. 

The forest management objective is to protect these unproductive, 
frsgile lands from loss of forest cover. Forest management vi11 be limited to 
direct pest control, mortality salvage, and limited and controlled harvest by 
firewood cutters. 

D. Non-forest - Lands less than 10% stocked with commercial tree species. 
Generally, any management of trees will be for the purpose of improving or 
smintaining other resource values. 

5. LivestockGrsring 

All grazing in the Northeast Resource Area falls under Section 15 of the 
Taylor Grazing Act. Leases will only be Issued when the applicant meets 
qualifications described in 43 CFR 4110 including being a US citizen; being a 
commercial livestock operator and having base property to support the livestock. 

Land in the NE Resource Area falls under 3 categories for grazing: 

A. Leased - These lands are currently leased for livestock grazing. 
Custodial level mansgement provides for use up to the grazing capacity as 
determined by field examination with adjustments made if necessary after 
monitoring. The grazing on BW occurs in conJunction with the leasees normal 
operation. Improvements are generally operator initiated, developed and 
maintained. Examples of improvements include but are not limited to: fences 
and water developments such as stock water impoundments and spring developments. 
Monitoring of grazing use, range condition, and trend will provide indications 
of needed improvements or possible changes in grazing use. 

B. Open - After application by a qualified livestock operator, 
suitability for leasing for grazing is determined through the environmental 
assessment process. 

Criteria used in this determination which could preclude grazing are: 

1. Slopes greater than 50%. 
2. Further than 4 miles to water on the plains; 1 mile in the Front 

Range. 
3. Erosion soil surface factor greater than 60. 
4. Forsge production requiring more than 32 acres per Animal Unit 

Month. 
5. Iand ownership or control for a logical lease unit. 
6. Conflicts with other resources. 

Application of these criteria may result in a decision that the land 
is unsuitable for grazing, reJection of the application and reclassification to 
category C or suitable for grazing, lease granting, and reclassification to 
category A. 

C. Closed - These lands are not available for grazing. They are either 
unsuitable using the criteria listed under B above, have no potential, or have 
more value for other uses which are not ccmpatible with grazing. Grazing 
applications for these lands will not be accepted. 

6. Water Quality and Floodphii 

A. Concern Area - These areas are in need of management actions to 
correct pollution or maintain quality. These areas include watersheds which: 
1) do not mset State of Colorado voter quality standards, 2) are municipal 
watersheds 3) contain significant 100 year floodplain hazards, or 4) which other 
government entities identify as critical for cooperative planning. Practices 
may include removal or modification of pollution sources, monitor@ for 
potential sources, and limitations on uses or actions which may result in 
pollution. Kodifications and developments within the 100 year floodplain must 
not interfere with the natural beneficial functions of the floodplain or create 
hazards to life or property without proper mitigation. All projects will be 
designed to include general preventative practices discussed under B below. 

B. General - Impacts on water quality will be minimized by project 
design. Preventative practices such as runoff control devices, proper logging 
practices, proper road location and design, maintenance of vegetative cover, 
confinement of pollutants, and treatment of pollutants will be included to 
minimize potential pollution. Projects till be inspected to assure that 
canpliance with floodplain restrictions described in A are included when 
needed. 

7. Water Sources 

All water rights and water sources will be mansged according to Colorado 
Water Law. Minimum stream flows adjudicated to the Colorado Water Conservation 
Board are generally sufficient for BIM needs. Non BLM vested water rights will 
be recognized, respected, and protected. 

A. KnOWn - A water source on BIM raansged land has been identified. Water 
rights to sources needed for BLM lnrnsgement purposes will be acquired according 
to Colorado Water Law. Water right acquired by RI&i and/or its licensees will 
not cause harm to other vested miter rights. 

B. None - There are no known water sources on Public Lands. New 
discoveries of urter sources on Public Lands will change mansgement to A. 

8. !SoilEkosion 

A. Problem Area - These lands are in need of special corrective 
manegement actions to arrest unacceptable soil loss, restore soil stability, and 
return soil productivity. Practices such as vegetation establishment, soil 
additives, road construction limitations and standards. mining controls, 
off-read vehicle restrictions, etc. may be necessary. Annual monitoring of the 
erosion condition will identify the need for more intenee actions. 

B. Stable/Slight - Erosion hazard is slight. The soils are free or 
relatively free of limftations that affect intended uses or proposed proJects, 
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or the limitations are easily overcome. After any project annual monitoring 
checks for erosion will identify the need for any actions. 

C. Moderate - Erosion hazard is moderate. The soils have limitations 
imposed by topograe, water table, soil texture, soil depth, plant nutrient 
deficiencies, stones, etc. These limitations can usually be overcome through 
proJect design during environmental assessment and the incorporation of best 
management practices. After any project, annual monitoriw checks for erosion 
will identify the need for any actions. 

D. Critical/Severe - Erosion hazard is severe. The soils have extreme 
limitations imposed by steep topography, high water table, stream flooding, 
unfavorable soil texture and pH, shallow depths, lack of nutrients, numerous 
stones, etc. Sophisticated care is needed in project design during 
environmental assessment and precise use of best management practices is 
required to minimize soil loss. Usually high costs are associated with 
nrrnagement actions. After project completion a monitoring check immediately 
following the next period of risk (period of heavy runoff) and annually 
thereafter will identify the need for further action. 

9. Agricultural Use 

A. O-pen- No public lands were found in the "Important Farmlands of 
Colorado State Summary and Map". Locally suitable agricultural crop production 
lands will be identified by comparing agricultural value to the other resources 
present. If, after application, the area is found suitable, use will be 
authorized by lease or sale. 

8. Closed - These lands are not available for agricultural use. They are 
either not suitable, lack potential, or are more valuable for other uses. 
Applications will not be accepted. 

IO. wildfire 

A. Cooperative - The prevention and suppression of wildfire is 
accomplished by either a memorandum of understanding or a cooperative agreement. 
Included will be: 

1. Parties involved 
2. Purpose 
3. Authorities 
4. Agreement items and responsibilities 
5. A provision for annual review 
6. A savings clause to cover funding changes or cancellation 
7. Reimbursement clauses defined 

B. General - Wildfire protection is historically not needed. If a fire 
occurs reimbursement may be provided to the appropriate suppression agency(s). 

11. FkscribedBuming 

A. Open - On these lands proposals for prescribed burning will be 
reviewed through the environmental assessment process to determine acceptability 
and to design the burning proJect. Criteria used in this review include: 

1. 
2. 

43: 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 

An earlier successional stage of vegetation is beneficial 
Reduction of fuel hazards 
Manipulation of specie composition is needed 
Reduction of noxious weeds can be achieved 
No private property is threatened 
Fire danger is less than or equal to Class III 
Smoke dispersal must be acceptable and permit obtained 
Other resource values fully considered 

B. Closed - Prescribed burning is not suitable for use on these lands. 

12. Open Space 

A. Important - Public lands that are mansged so as to provide the value 
of open space in the form of aesthetics and natural beauty. This is done in 
areas surrounded or encroached by residential structures and/or urban growth. 
Management is such to retain the natural appearance and provide a park-like area 
in an otherwise developed area. 

B. General - No special open space protection needed. Projects will be 
acceptable that consider the surrounding land uses, State and Local plans, and 
public preferences. 

13. Scenic Qualities 

Scenic quality is protected by identifying visual resource mansgement 
classes for all public lands, and incorporating the classes into project design 
during environmental analysis. 

A. Class I - Any management activity within this landscape should not 
attract attention. This class provides prinmrily for natural ecological change. 
This is mostly applied to wilderness areas, wild and scenic rivers, and similar 
situations. 

8. Class II - Any management activity performed should not be evident in 
the characteristic landscape. While the activity wy be seen it should not 
attract attention. 

C. Class III - Management activity may be seen (evident) and begin to 
attract attention but should remain subordinate to the surroundiw landscape. 
The surrounding landscape should still be that which draws the eye, not the 
management activity. 

D. class IV - Any management activity performed may be the dominant 
feature in the landscape in terms of scale (size) but should repeat the basic 
characteristics (form, line, color, texture) of the landscape i.e. in a city of 
linear straight edged buildings a rounded structure would not be appropriate. 

E. Class V - This class applies to areas where the natural character has 
been disturbed to a point where rehabilitation is needed to bring back the 
original or natural landscape. 

14. Recreation Opportunities 

The general management of recraation opportunities within the Resource Area will 
be of the extensive (dispersed) type. Intensive or special recreation 
management areas will be identified and amnsged accordi& to a permit or site 
specific plan. 
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Recreation opportunities are classified according to (1) the types of 
experiences that can be achieved from participation (2) in a variety of 
activities (3) within different environmental settings. The primary determinant 
of these recreation opportunity classes is the setting. It describes the 
overall environment in which the recreation occurs, influences specific types of 
activities that can occur, and ultimately determines the resulting types of 
experiences that users can achieve. The setting is formulated using a number of 
factors such as remoteness, size, amount of landscape alteration or development, 
the number of recreation users and their noticeability, management constraints, 
etc * 

Six broad types or classes of recreation opportunities have been reccgnized on a 
continuum or spectrum ranging from largely natural and low use areas to highly 
developed and intensively used areas. 

P (Primitive) - Areas lying more than three miles from the nearest point of 
motor vehicle access, having unmodified landscapes, where there is little 
evidence of other people, and that are almost completely free of 
man~ement controls. There are are no such areas in this Resource Area. 

A. SPNM (semi-primitive non-nmtorized) - Management techniques maintain 
the area as characterized by a predominantly unmodified natural enVirOn~nt of a 
size or location that provides a good to mderate opportunity for isolation from 
sights and sounds of man. The area is large enough to permit overnight foot 
travel within the area and presents opportunity for interaction with the natural 
environment with moderate challenge, risk, and use of a high degree of outdoor 
SkillS. 

8. SPM (Semi-primitive motorized) - Mansgement techniques include low-key 
on-site controls and regulations that effectively prevent resource damage by 
vehicle use. Some minimal facilities for user safety and protection of resource 
values are provided. Low to moderate intergroup contacts occur. Motorized use 
is permitted and provided for by maintenance of primitive road or motorized 
trail systems. Some road/trail construction occurs to enhance recreation travel 
opportunity. Roads may be closed seasonally for the benefit of other resources. 

This class i."ovides/maintains areas characterized by predominantly 
unmodified natural environment in a location that provides good to moderate 
isolation from sights and sounds of nmn except for facilities/travel routes 
sufficient to support motorized recreational travel opportunities which present 
at least moderate challenge, risk and a high degree of skill testing. 

c. Roadad Natural (RN) - Management techniques provide on-site controls 
and regimentation that provide security. Rustic facilities are provided for 
user convenience, safety and resource protection. Mansgement actions xmy 
include enhancement, site hardening and other activities. Developed sites 
provide for moderate density. Other resource activities harmonize with the 
overall sense of natural surroundings. 

These areas are characterized by a predominantly natural environment 
with evidence of moderate permanent alteration of resources and resource 
utilization. Evidence of the sights and sounds of man is noderate, but in 
harmony with the natural environment. Opportunities exist for both social 
interaction and cw+rate isolation for sights and sounds of man. 

0. Rural (R) - Management techniques include extensive facilities, both 
public and private, designed for high density use. Facilities are keyed to 
specific activities, and to intensive nmtorized use and parking. High density 
use provides opportunity for social interaction, not for isolation. Controls 
and regimentation are obvious. 

This class provides/maintains areas characterized by substantially 
modified natural environment. Sights and sounds of man are evident. Renewable 
resource modification and utilization practices enhance specific recreation 
activities or provide soil and vegetative cover protection. 

Et. Urban (U) - These areas are characterized by unnatural, highly 
modified, and highly modernized surroundings. Design is for intensive use and 
user comfort and convenience. 

Urban opportunities may occur as part of the support facilities for 
other intensive recreation development on BLM lands. However, development 
should be made by the private sector. 

These class names merely suggest the kinds of recreation opportunities common to 
each type of area, but they are not completely descriptive by themselves. For 
example, the title 'Semi-Primitive Motorized" does not mean that areas so 
classified are necessarily utilized by off-road vehicles, though they may be. 
Instead, this classification simply describes areas that contain primitive motor 
vehicle access routes and where numbers of public users are low and dispersed. 

The entire Resource Area is open to off road vehicle (ORV) use except for 132 
acres just south of Ward (Unit X 602 southern portion). 'IPlt other areas may be 
limited to OHV use on a site by ste basis when limitations are identified and 
the need arises. 

15. Cultural Resources 

A. NRHP - Those areas and sites included in or that are determined 
eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places or as a 
National Historic Landmark are mansged according to regulations in 36 CFR 800 
and in the Historic Sites Act (Public Law 292, 74th Congress). Satisfaction of 
these Regulations may include: 

1. Preservation/Avoidance 
2. Restoration/Stabilization 
3. Limited Excavation/Recordation 
4. Interpretation 
5. Protection/Maintenance 

B. State/Local - Those areas that are recognized by the Colorado 
Historical Society or by local historical societies as being of state and local 
significance but do not necessarily qualify for the National Register. While 
these areas and sites should ideally retain their integrity and intrinsic 
values, actions are a management decision perogative which should be done in 
consultation with state and local. interests as appropriate. Possible actions 
include: 

1. Formal determination of eligibility for NRHP 
2. Preservation/Avoidance 
3. Restoration/Stabilization 
4. Excavation/Recordation 
5. Interpretation 
6. Protection/Maintenance 
7. Removal/Destruction 

C. Limited - Areas of limited local significance and concern to local 
residents and organizations. Mansgeamnt decisions may include those actions 
listed in B above and would be done in consultation with the appropriate 
interests. 

D. High - Those areas that have high potential for the discovery of 
cultural values based on Class I inventories and other sources of infonation. 
These areas would usually be approached with a Class III inventory (100%) before 
being disturbed (BLM Manual 8111). 

E. Low - Those areas that have exhibited a medium or low potential for 
cultural values through Class I or limited inventories and which would be 
approached through Class II inventories as defined in BLM Manual8111, 

F. None - Those areas which, based upon adequate survey, have proved to 
exhibit no cultural values of consequence and are of no further apparent 
interest for the management of cultural resources. The appropriate action would 
be occassional monitoring for subsurface data. 

16. Paleotologic Resourcea 

These classifications are subject to change if more detailed site specific 
information is obtained. 

A. Class Ia: Immediate detailed study follm up is needed. Fossils Of 
scientific interest are exposed on the surface, or are very likely to be 
discovered with detailed field work in the area. This classification is used 
for site specific localities having scientifically significant fossils. As such 
sites are discovered, the following nmnegement practices will be implemented: 

1. Preservation by avoidance or stabilization 
2. Collecting and interpretation through excavation by qualtfied 

paleontologists 

B. Class Ib: Other areas having a high potential for scientifically 
significant fossils. In these areas, a paleontologieal evaluation will be done 
by the geologist, on a case-by-case basis, prior to any surface-disturbing 
activity. These evaluations will change this classification to Class I-a, Class 
II, or Class III, as appropriate. 

C. Class II: There is evidence of fossils, but the presence of fossils 
of scientific value has not been established, and is not anticipated. Detailed 
study may be desirable in the future for the evaluation of all types of fossil 
collecting. This classification may identify recreational values in fossils. 

D. class III: Little likelihood of findim fossils of use. No further 
considerations of fossils necessary unless future discoveries require a change 
of classification, 

17. Geologic Features and Hazards 

A. Concern Area - presence of significant geologic features or hazards is 
known or suspected. Management actions will be based on field investigations to 
develop surface protection requirements for preserving the scientific and scenic 
values of significant geologic features. Field investigations and possible 
detailed engineering studies will be made in order to avoid or mitigate problems 
due to geologic hazards. When management actions are considered for such an 
area they will include protective stipulations. 

9. None - Occurrance of significant geologic features or hazards in the 
area is unknown. Field investigations during the environmental analysis process 
and/or new information about features or hazards could change the classification 
ta A ahove. 

18. Locatable MineraIa (“hardrock” minerals such aa gold, silver, lead, zinc, copper, uranium) 

A. Available - Minim claims may be located on these lands and, if a 
discovery of valuable mineral is made, and other requirements found in 43 CFR 
3860 are met, the claims xmy be patented. Until patent is issued, mineral 
operations are regulated through surface rmnagement regulations found in 43 CFR 
3809. The purpose of these regulations is to establish procedures to prevent 
unnecessary or undue degradation of federal Lands which may result from 
operations authorized by the mining laws. Reasonable reclanmtion of lands 
disturbed by such mining operations is also required. Three catagorles of 
compliance are defined by the regulations depending on the level of mining 
activity contemplated by the mining claimant. 1) Negligible surface 
disturbance, i.e., operations not involving the use of mechanized earth moving 
equipment or explosives, is defined as "casual usea. No notification or 
approval is required for such operations, however, they may be monitored to 
ensure that unnecessary and undue degradation of federal lands does not occur 
and that disturbed areas are reclaimed. 2) Mining operations that involve 
surface disturbance (greater than "casual use") of less than 5 acres per year 
require the fi1i.q of a Notice of Intent at least 15 days in advance of 



operat'ions. Approval of this notice is not' required; however, consultation and 
field examination may be required to ensure the prevention of unnecessary and 
undue degradation of federal Lands. When reclamation of the disturbed area has 
been completed, notification is required so that an inspection of the area can 
be made. For details on the content of a Notice and operating standards, see 
regulations 43 CFR 3803-l-3 (c), fd) and (A). 31 If a mining operation is to 
disturb more than 5 acres pr year, or is in certain special category lands (ie. 
off road vehicle closures, withdrawn Lands, areas of criticaL environmental 
concern), a Plan of Operations is required. The same operating standards AS 
required under 2) Notice of Intent apply, but the plan is subject to approval. 
Bonding of the operator may be required to ensure the prevention of unnecessary 
nnd undue degradation of federal lands and the completion of reclamation. An 
environmental analysis of :he proposed operations is required prior to approval 
of the Plan of Operations. Failure of an operator to comply with these 
regulations and avoid unnecessary and undue degradation of federal lands will 
subject the operator to a Notice of Noncompliance, and, if necessary, court 
action. It should be noted that 43 CFR 3809 regulations do not apply to 
subsurface estate. 

All mining operations are also subject to other applicable federal, state, and 
local requirements. 

B. Concern Area - Open to location of mini= claims as in A, but other 
important resource values have been identified. Smphasis will be placed on 
preserving these values or mitigating damage to these resources throu&?h the 43 
CFR 3809 surface management regulations described under A. 

C. Closed - bands that are or should be closed or restricted from the 
location of minirg claims. Three such categories are identified: 

1. In appendix B under alternative A "C closed" indicates lands 
presently withdrawn under various Executive Rranch authorities such as Pickett 
Act, Powersite and Reclamation Withdrawals, and various other classifications 
and withdrawals. The specific order classifyinS or withdrawing the lands must 
be consulted to determine what effect, if any, it has on the availability of the 
land for mini& locations. Some lands are completely withdrawn from the mini% 
laws, some are withdrawn with respect to certain minerals, and others place 
certain requirements and restrictions upon claim locations. ReSufations 43 CFR 
3809 apply to any legally located claims on these lands. These withdrawals may 
be changed, lifted, or continued as a result of the Bureau's ongoiryr withdrawal 
review program. 

2. In appendix B under alternatives other than A, "closed" indicates 
lands that should be withdrawn from the location of mini% claims for the 
protection of other resource values, which could be irreparably harmed by the 
development of locatable minerals. 

3. In Appendix C, "closed" may indicate acquired surface estate 
where normally locatable minerals must be leased according to reSulations found 
at 43 CFR 3500. 

19. Salable Minerals (sand, gravel, stone, etc.) 

A. Open - Mineral materials may be sold upon application and after 
approval of an operating plan and an environmental assessment. Environmental 
protection stipulations and reclamation requirements are made a part of the 
approved plan and permit as site-specific conditions warrant. Procedures are 
guided by regulations found at 43 CFR 3600 and SW Manual 3600. Disposals are 
not made vhare it is determined that the -gregate damages to public lands and 
resources wiL1 exceed the benefits derived from such disposal, or the land is 
encumbered by an unpatented mining claim. 

B. Concern Area - Open as in A, but other important resource values have 
been identified. Site-specific stipulations will be required to protect these 
resource values. If impacts to these values caused by mineral material 
extraction cannot be satisfactorily mitigated, the application will be rejected. 

C. Closed - These areas have other identified resource values that would 
suffer unacceptable and irreparable damage should mineral material extraction 
take place. Applications for these areas will. not be accepted. 

20. Coal Resources 

A. Suitable - These areas are within Known Recoverable Coal Resource 
Areas (KRCRA) or other areas which as the result of an application were assessed 
as suitable for coal leasirq under the criteria found in 43 CFR 3461 and 
summarized below: 

bands are suitable if 1) None of the 20 unsuitability criteria apply, 
or 2) There are exceptions to all applicable unsuitability criteria. 

The following unsuitability criteria (exceptions and exemptions not 
listed) protect: 

1. All federal lands included in the followinS land systems or 
categories: National Park System, National Wildlife RefuSe System, National 
System of Trails, National Wilderness Preservation System, National Wild and 
Scenic Rivers System, National Recreation Areas, land acquired with money 
derived from the Land and Water Conservation Fund, National Forests, and federal 
lands in incorporated cities, towns and villages. 

2. Federal lands within rights-of-way or easements or included in 
surface leases for residential, commercial, industrial, or other public 
purposes, or federally-owned surface used for prime agricultural crop 
production. 

3. Land within 100 feet of the outside line of the riSht-of-vay of a 
public road or within 100 feet of a cemetery, or within 300 feet of any public 
building, school, church, community, or institutional buildinS. 

4. Federal lands designated as wilderness study areas and under 
review by the Administration and the Congress for possibte wilderness 
designation. 

5. Scenic federal lands designated by visual resource management 
analysis as Class I (areas of outstanding scenic quality or high visual 
sensitivity). 

6. Federal lands under permit by the surface management agency that 
are being used for scientific studies involving food and fiber production, 
natural resources, or technology demonstrations and experiments (except where 
ninirg could be conducted in such ways as to enhance, not Jeopardize, the 
purposes of the study). 

7. All districts, sites, buildiFs, structures, and objects of 
historic, architectural, archaeological, or cultural significance on federal 
Lands are included in, or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of 
Historic Places, and an appropriate buffer zone around the outside boundary of 
the designated property. 

8. Federal Lands designated as natural areas or as National Natural 
Landmarks. 

9. Federally-designated critical habitat for threatened or 
endangered plant or animal species and habitat for federal threatened or 
endangered species which is determined by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and 
the surface management agency to be of essential value and where the presence of 
threatened or endangered species has been scientifically documented. 

10. Federal land containing habitat determined to be critical or 
essential for plant or animal species listed by a state pursuant to state law as 
endangered or threatened. 

11. An active bald or golden eagle nest site on federal lands and an 
appropriate buffer zone around the nest site. 

12. Bald and golden eagle roost and concentration areas on federal 
lands used during migration and winterinS. 

13. Federal lands containing an active falcon (excludiw kestrel) 
cliff nestinS site and a buffer aone of federal Land around the nestinS site. 

14. Federal lands that are high priority habitat for a miSratory bird 
of high federal interest on a regional or national basis as determined jointly 
by the surface mansgement agency and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 

15. Federal lands which the surface management agency and the state 
jointly agree are fish and wildlife habitat for resident species of high 
interest to the state and which are essential for maintaining these priority 
wildlife species. 

Federal lands in riverlne, coastal, and special floodplains 
(loo-year Eiurrent interval). 

17. Federal lands which have been committed by the surface management 
agency to use as municipal watersheds. 

18. Federal lands with national resource waters as identified by 
states in their water quality management plans. 

19. Federal lands identified by the surface management agency, in 
consultation with the state in which they are located, as alluvial valley floors 
where raininS 'would interrupt, discontinue, or preclude far-mine. 

20. Federal lands in a state to which is applicable a criterion (1) 
proposed by the state and (2) adopted by rulenaking by the Secretary. 
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The Surface Mining Control and Reclawtion Act of 1977 (SMCRA) mandates 
that the Secretary of the Interior review al.1 federal lands for unsuitability 
and that citizens be alloved to petition for and against designation of lands as 
unsuitable. Consequently, under SMCRA, the Department has procedures to apply 
unsuitability criteria both as part of a comprehensive federal lands reviev and 
as part of a petition process. 

E. open - Coal lands that are open to application for coal leasine, but 
have not been assessed in the manner of A. Applied for lands will be assessed 
under the 20 Unsuitability Criteria described above and those areas found 
unsuitable vi11 not be leased. These areas are not within Know Recoverable Coal 
Resource Areas (KRCRA) or other area already assessed but the area may have some 
coal potential. 

C. Unsuitable - These areas were found to be unsuitable for coal leasing 
under the 20 criteria listed in A above. Applications may be filed but will be 
rejected unless exceptions to the criteria apply. 

In column C of Appendix C certain symbols are used to indicate which 
of the unsuitability criteria apply. A "t* (plus) indicates building property 
(Criteria 3) that is conditionally unsuitable because the applicable exceptions 
are applied only when actnal coal leasis is imminent. A "0" (zero) indicates 
conditionally unsuitable 100 year floodplains and/or alluvial valley floors 
(Criteria 16 and 19). An a*' (asterisk) indicates wildlife habitat that is 
conditionally unsuitable (Criteria 9 through 15). Further study and application 
of exceptions ray render these areas suitable. 

D. Bone - These lands do not contain coal beds of the Denver and/or 
Laramie Formations and are therefore closed to application. 

21. Oil and Gas Resources 

Categorization of lands for oil and gas leasing and development for 
alternative A was accomplished through the Northeast Resource Area Oil and Gas 
Umbrella Enviromental Assessment, CO-050-82-NE-lo, C-24793, completed April 
1982. Consult this document for more detail on oil and gas. 

A. Standard - These areas may be leased and developed for oil and gas 
with the "standard stipulations" included in leases by form CSO-3100-T and other 
standard site specific stipulations included in any use authorization. The 
standard stipulations are for the protection of surface resources by controlling 
surface disturbance and reclamation. Specific conditions generally relate to 
the location of drilling, vehicle use, and improvements. Protection of 
drainages, vaterbodies, springs, wildlife habitat, steep slopes and fragile 
soils is required. Activities that may adversely affect these values will be 
suspended if and when necessary. Cultural resources must be evaluated and 
adverse impacts mitigated. 

Standard lease stipulations provide for environmental protection by 
requiring approval by the BLM of a plan of operations and reclamation before any 
surface disturbance takes place. Assurance that threatened or endangered 
wildlife species and cultural resources will not be adversely affected by the 
proposed operations is required. An onsite inspection is required prior to plan 
approval and additional site specific stipulations for environmental protection 
may be developed and roade a part of the plan of operations. Where the surface 
estate is in private ownership, an agreement between the operator and the 
surfsce owner regardiog reclamation is required. 

B. Seasonal (seasonal no surface occupancy) - All of the requirements 
listed in A above also apply to this category of land. However, in addition, 
these lands have certain values identified vhich require drilling activities to 
take place during a certain portion of the year only. These values include 
primarily watershed stability and important wildlife habitat. Seasonal 
stipulations do not apply to maintenance nor operation of producing wells. An 
annual exception may be specifically authorized in writiw by the SIN District 
Maqer . 

In Appendix C, column B the following numbers are used to identify the 
permitted time period for drilling operations and the rationale for the 
restriction. 

Number 

1 
2 
3 
4 

;i 

i 
9 

10 
11 

Development 
Permitted Time Period Rationale -- 

4/l - 12/15 Mule Deer 
711 - 12115 Bighorn Sheep & Mule Deer 
711 - 12/15 Righorn Sheep & Elk 
811 - 3/31 Wild Turkey 
4/15 - n/15 Raid F&le 

lOJl - 3115 White Pelican 
-f/l - 3131 Waterfowl 
isi15 - 2128 Greater Prairie Chicken 
711 - 2/15 Raptors 

lo/15 - S/l5 Recreation Protection 
711 - 4130 Elk Calving 

C. Yearlox (no surface occupancy) - These lands have resource values of 
great enough importance that it is reasonable to disallow any oil and gas 
activity on the surface. Such a lease may be issued for "drainage". That is, a 
well adJacent to these lands nay drain oil and/or gas from under the leased 
area. In unusual circumstances, a well may be "slant-drilled' from a location 
adjacent to the restricted area so that the hole bottoms out at some point 
directly under the leased lands. Exceptions to this limitation may be 
specifically approved by the appropriate District Manager. 

D. Open - These lands are designated for "case-by-case" review. When a 
lease application is received for these lands, they are considered for an offer 
to lease, or an application for lease development is received a specific 
suitability determination is made. Then the lands will be placed in one of the 
categories A, B, or C above; or E below. This procedure is necessary because of 
insufficient resource infornmtion (possibly requiring a field examination) or 
the necessity to coordinate with or obtain the consent of other Federal, State, 
or local agencies. 

E. Unsuitable - These lands can not be leased or developed since there 
are no occupiable sites within l/2 mile of the subject tract (e.g., the middle 
of a large reservoir). Areas where subsidence due to the withdrawal of oil and 
gas may be a hazard to surface structures (such as large dams) are also 
designated for no leasing. Regulations found at 43 CFR 3101.1-l(b)(3) prohibits 
leasing within incorporated cities, towns and villages. Areas that have been 
withdrawn from the mineral leasi% laws by executive or congressional actions 

are also unsuitable. An application for lease on any of these lands will he 
rejected. If previously leased, development of the existing lease will occur 
with close supervision to avoid identified problems. 

22. Air Quality 

A. General - In all "attainment" or "unclassified" areas, Federal 
Prevention of Significant deterioration Class II or Colorado State Category II 
standards apply. Proposed projects are evalusted for air pollution impacts 
through the environmental assessment process including consultation with the 
Colorado Air Pollution Control Division as appropriate. The proJects will be 
designed to minimize air pollutants and vi11 be rmnitored by the Colorado Air 
Pollution Control Division to assure the standards are not exceeded. 

The Ambient Air Quality Standards set the maximum level above which air 
pollutant concentrations are not to exceed. Areas which consistently exceed the 
standard are classified "nonattainment" and must implement a program by which 
pollutants will be reduced to a point below the maximum standard. 

23. Road and Trail Standards 

A. General - A detailed explanation of road and trail minimum standards 
is found in the EIM Manual. Briefly, all BIJ4 roads and trails will be 
engineered for durability, safety, and use as expected and not overbuilt. They 
will be designed to provide adequate drainsge and minimize soil erosion. 
Surfacie vi11 be done as conditions warrant to meet the above engineering and 
design obJectives. Counties will be consulted on road construction and 
maintenance and their standards will be met or exceeded for permanent 
transportation system roads. 

24. Pest Control 

A. General - Areas requiring pest, contra 1 will be identified by: 1) site 
specific insect and disease surveys as outlined by Entomology reports from the 
Rocky Mountain Experimental Station, USFS Integrated Pest Mansgement, and RLIl, 
2) number of acres, location and species for each infestation; 3) priorities 
will be for commercial timber lands first; lands with high aesthetic value such 
as near private property, parks, scenic roadways, etc. second; and third when 
surroundinS lands are in Jeopardy of being infected; and 4) r*quasts for 
coopcmtive control. 

Actions and restrictions to prevent and protect the forest resource 
from loss, based on the above requirements, include: 

1. Silvicultural methods which manipulate sprc ies composition, 
density, and we to reduce chance of insect or disease infestation. 

2. Prompt removal and salvage of diseased trees to prevent further 
infestations inc'iudi.sg selecC,ion cut, petch cuts, or clear cuts as directed by 
sound lwging methods. 

3. Application of pesticides as A last resort based on current EPA 
restrictions on chemicals and in accordance with the Federal Insecticide, 
Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act of 1972 (FIFRA). 

4. Introduction of biologic81 cant f-01 when economically and 
ecologically feasible. 



7% RI&! will cooperate with private and public landowners or group projects 
in controlling noxious weeds on public lands. 

25. Use Applications 

A. Ge"eIXl - Applications for various uses will be processed on a" 
individual basis. Each will be analyzed for: 

1. Adjoining Land uses 
2. Legal RCCCfJB 
3. Conflicting resource values 
4. PubLic need 
5. Highest and best use of the land 
6. Coordination with state and county agencies (eg. land use plans, 

zoning authority) 

All will be handled in a timely manner with targeted response tiru! as 
fIlllows: 

1. Rights-of-Ways - 30-60 days, plus 45 day comment period 
2. :&%ses (R&PP h 302) - 130-150 days 
3. Permits (TLJPs) - 15-45 days 

26. Public Information 

A. General - Signin,;. pubiicity campaigns, making maps available, anI 
educational exercises m%y 5e used to incrc:lse publi:: knowledge of public land 
USC and location. 

Areas having legal pubiic access will be signed according to the 
followirq criteria: 

1. Where public recreational opportunities exist without conflict 
with other resource uses lands will be signed along all boundaries. 

2. Those lands which do not meet objectives of item (1) above will 
be rmirked at the road or trail entrance and exLt of the yuhlic land. 

. 
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27. Unauthorized Use 

A. General - The elimination of unauthorized uses of the public lands is 
an owoing obJective. A Trespass Action Plan has been prepared and guides the 
abatement prwram. This plan includes a number of policies for detection, 
confirmation and elimination of trespass. Briefly the actions to be taken are: 

1. Cooperate with other agencies. 
2. Inform the public. 
3. Treat all affected people impartially and fairly as to not cause 

undue hardship. 
4. Collect a fair rental for the use or benefit derived. 

First priority is the abatement of existing trespass (Occupancy and Uses). 
Second priority is to dissuade reckless acts of trespass through public 
education. 

28. Economics 

A. General - All management decisions shall consider three economic 
perspectives. 

1. Efficiency - The usefulness of inputs (costs) to produce outputs 
(benefits) shall be analyzed. Those actions with the higher efficiency rating 
shall be favored whenever possible. 

2. Cost effective - When a goal or project has been identified, the 
most ::ost effective approach shall be favored whenever possible. 

3. Local and Regional effects - The msgnitude and distribution of 
costs and benefits shall be identified. Those actions benefitting the local and 
rgional economies the most shall be considered. Additionally, the 
implementation of management decisions, where feasible and appropriate, which 
would mitigate adverse economic and fiscal impacts shall be considered. 

29. Sociology 

A. General - All management decisions shall consider three major social 
perspectives. 

1. Community capacity to absorb change. 
2. Social distribution of effects. 
3. Attitudes toward change. 

The degree of sociologic background data (profile) needed to analyze these three 
perspectives will vary according to the significance of the actions and effects. 
The following are profile factors: 

Commnnity Resources 
Historical Experience 
Culture 
Demography 
Occupations (Livelihood) ILabor Force 
Employment rind Income 
Facilities Services Fiscal 
Organizations and Regulations 
Leadership 
Attitudes and Perceptions 

Social Organization Processes 
Diversity/Complexity 
Outside Linkages 
Distributiun of ResoLtrces/Power 
Coordination and Cooperation 
Personal Interaction 

Well-being Indicators 
Benaviors 
Access to Resources 
Perceptions 

PLAN ALTERNATNES CONSIDERED AND ANALYZED IN DETAIL 

General Criteria used to Formulate Plan Alternative" - All alternatives meet the 
following general criteria. 

a. All alternatives are realistic and could be implemented. 

b. All alternatives consider other agencies' plans and policies. 

c. All alternatives reflect the sustained-use principle for renewable 
resources. 

d. Each alternative provides a set of answers to the issues identified 
(see Chapter 1, Planning Issues and Criteria). 

e. All alternatives were developed using the planning criteria developed 
for each issue (see Chapter 1, Planning Issues and Criteria). 

f. All. aLternatives address areas of critical environmental concern. 

g. AlL alteruatives comply with existing laws and BIJ4 policies and 
regulations. 

h. All aLternatives utilize the findings of the Northeast Resource Area 
Oil and Gas Umbrella Environmental Assessment (CO450-82-NE-10 April 1, 
1982, case file C-24793) and amendments thereto. 

Management Philosophy of Plan Alternatives - This section describes, by 
alternative, the major emphasis or themes of each alternative. It provides an 
overview of the management direction for each alternative by a description of 
the resource programs that are emphasized in each alternative. Refer to the 
Description and Comparison Chart at the end of this chapter for a mare specific 
description and explanation of the alternatives. 

A. Continuation of Current Management (No Aciion Alternative) 

The Continuation of Current Management Alternative would manage resources at . 
current levels. Any new proposals would have to be consistent with these 
levels. Generally project proposals are reviewed through the environmental 
assessment process on a case by case basis. Uses or actions are not developed 
or permitted according to any organized land and resource plan, allowing little 
consideration of cumulative impacts or the other potential uses of the same 
land. 
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Wildlife habitat of importance associated with Riverside Reservoir would be 
maintained or improved, particularly for the state threatened white pelican. 
Access to this reservoir would be obtained but no other areas uould be 
specifically pursued. Scenic Quality would be of concern along the I-70 
corridor west of Idaho Springs. Coal exploration and development vould be 
emphasized in the Known Recoverable Coal Resource Areas of the Denver Basin. 
Oil and gas exploration and development would continue to be permitted and 
restricted as the present environmental assessment outlines. 

B. Moderate BLM Retention and Increased Response to Issues 

The BLM would take IIy3re action to resolve identified issues by designating lands 
with potential to appropriate u%es to meet the demand. There would be more 
development proJects, production sales/leases, protection actions, and use 
supervision. Lands that could be nmnaged more efficiently by other agencies for 
their public values would be transferred (Forest Service and National Parks) or 
disposed of to the State of Colorado. 

C. Limited BLM Retention and Response to Issues 

The mafority of lands vould be transferred or disposed of, much of it by general 
sale. Lands retained would be managed much as they are currently. One 
exception would be Riverside Reservoir where increased wildlife nmnagement would 
improve habitat for the white pelican and other waterfowl. 

D. Limited BLM Retention and Increased Response to Issues 

Transfer or disposal of lands would b% determined by identified resource values, 
improved management efficiency, and public input. Retained lands would have 
issues addressed at an increased level. 

E. No BLM Retention (Referred Alternative) 

All lands with identified public values would be transferred or disposed of 
based on %mnsgement efficiency generally to the USFS and the State of Colorado. 
The remaining lands wuld be disposed of to private interests hy modified or 
general sale. In order to assure the eventual land status change from BW 
administration this alternative would allow for general sale of any and all land 
if it is determined that the recommended change or disposal is unattainable. 
Specially, if after 5 years the reccmmended change fails to occur then general 
sale may be pursued. 

Specific Description and Canparison of Plan Alternatives - In order to 
completely understand each alternative one must refer to the appendices B and C 
in conjunction with the issue %mn%gement prescriptions as defined in the 
beginning of this chapter. 

Appendix B, bltiple Use Usnagement of Public Lands addresses the specific 
mnagewnt of all 29 maJo= issues for each alternative. The lands are 
numerically organized to refer to the nmps by management zone. 

Appendix C. Management of Subsurface Estate (Non-Federal Surface) addresses the 
specific management of the four applicable major issues: locatable minerals, 
coal, oil and gas, and saleable minerals for all alternatives. The subsurface 
estate is organized by legal description (section, township, range, and parcel 
subdivision) and the sones. Refer to the map%. 

The Management Prescriptions: Criteria, Practices, Guidelines, Implementation, 
SuPport* and Monitoring found in the beginning of this chapter defines 
specifically the approach to nansgement under the categories found in Appendices 
B and C. 

The following chart mey be used to reviev the descriptions of each alternative 
iasue by issue and easily compare the goals , objectives, management description, 
prescription categories, and impacts. 

Description and Comparison of Alternatives 

A. Current Mansgement B. C. D. E. Preferred 

Vegetation 

Grazing 5,710 acres/year. Grazing 5,430 acres/year. 
Forestry 35 acres/year. Forestry 35 acres/year. 
Mineral development 340-515 Mineral development 340-515 
acres/year. acres/year. 

Grazing 4,630 acres/year. 
Forestry 20 acres/year. 
Mineral development 340-515 
acres/year. 

Grazing 5,350 acres/year. 
Forestry 25 acres/year. 
Mineral development 340-515 
acres/year. 

Grazing 5,390 acres/year. 
Forestry 25 acres/year. 
Mineral developwnt 340-515 
acres/year. 

1. Land Status 

BIM - 21,570 acres BLM - 3,470 acres 
LEiFS - 13,350 acres lsF5 - 2,860 acres 
NPS 0 *cres NFS 0 acres 
State - 1,420 acres State - 4,310 acres 
Local - 0 acres Local - 2,450 acres 
Private - 1,230 acres Private - 0 acres 
General - 2,460 acres General - 9,130 acres 
Sp. Review - 0 acres Sp. Review - 17,810 acres 
Total 4o,o30 acres Total 40,030 acres 

620,110 subsurface acres 630,890 subsurface acres 
nransged hy BIM. wnsged by BLM. 

BIM - 32,350 acres 
USFS - 2,860 acres 
Nps - 120 acres 
State - 0 acres 
Local - 0 BCreS 
Private - 770 acres 
General - 3,930 acres 
Sp. Review - 0 acres 
Total 4o,o30 acres 

619,700 subsurface acres 
mansged by BIM. 

BIM 0 *cl-es 
USFS - 23,640 acres 
IFS - 120 acres 
State - 6.820 acres 
Local - 1,900 acres 
Private - 1,480 acres 
General - 6,070 acres 
Sp. Review - 0 acres 
Total 4o,o30 BCreS 

631,270 subsurface acres 
managed by BLM. 

BIM - 4,970 acres 
ZGFS - 5,040 acres 
NPS - 120 acres 
State - 3,750 acres 
Local - 1,900 acres 
Private - 1,480 acres 
General - 6,070 acres 
Sp. Review - 16,700 acre% 
Total 40,030 acre* 

628,200 subsurface acres 
managed by RIM. 

2. Access 

Public access would be 
provided to 7,450 acres. 
No high public value land 
with existing access 
disposed of. 

Public access would be 
provided to 12,420 acres. 
No high public value land 
with existing access 
disposed of. 

Public access would be 
provided to 8,340 acres. 
80 acres of high value 
public land with existing 
acce%s disposed of. 

Public access would be 
provided to 6,920 acres. 
80 acres of high value 
public land with existing 
access disposed of. 

Public access would be 
provided to 7,210 acres. 
240 acres of high value 
public land with existing 
ace%%% disposed of. 

3. Wildlife Habitat 

23,480 acres manal(ed to 
nmintain or improve wild- 
life habitat. 

Since 7370 acres of excellent 
and good potential habitat 
less than Alternative A will 
be under federal or DOW 
control this alternative is 
the least beneficial to the 
wildlife resource. 

31,820 acres managed to 
maintain or improve wild- 
life habitat. 

Since 26,210 act-es of 
excellent and good potential 
habitat will be under 
federal or DOW control this 
Alternative is the most 
beneficial for the greatest 
number of wildlife species. 

32,020 acres managed to 
maintain or improve wild- 
life habitat. 

Since 470 acres of excellent 
and good potential habitat 
less than Alternative A will 
be under federal or Dm 
control this alternative is 
slightly less beneficial to 
the wildlife resource. 

26,580 acres managed to 
maintain or improve wild- 
life habitat. 

26,580 acres lnanaged to 
maintain or improve wild- 
life habitat. 

Since 4830 acre% of excellent Since 4830 acres of excellent 
and good potential habitat and good potential habitat 
leas than Alternative A will less than Alternative A will 
be under federal or DOW be under federal or DOW 
control this alternative is control this alternative is 
less beneficial than Alter- less beneficial than Alter- 
natives A or B but more natives A or B but more 
beneficial than Alternative beneficial than Alternative 
C. C. 

4. Timber and Firewood 

1,650 acres available to 
harvest under the annual 
allowable cut. 12,130 
acre8 open to limited 
harvesting, primarily 
salvage. 230 cords per 
year could be cut. 

2,170 acre% available to 
harvest under the annual 
allowable cut. 15,470 
acres open to limited 
harvesting, primarily 
salvage. 380 cords per 
year could be cut. 

2,170 acres available to 
harvest under the annual 
allowable cut. 15,470 
acres open to limited 
harvesting.primarily 
salvage. 380 cords per 
year could be cut. 

1,750 acres available to 
harvest under the annual 
allowable cut. 15,390 
acres open to limited 
harvesting, primarily 
SfblVage. 257 cords per 
year cold be cut. 

1,750 acres available to 
harvest under the annual 
allowable cut. 15,390 
acres open to limited 
harvesting, primarily 
salvage. 257 cords per 
year could be cut. 

5. Livestock Grazing 

5,580 acres leased, 3,840 
of which would be disposed 
of. 18,670 acres would re- 
main open to application 
and 30 acres closed. 

21 operator% possibly 
terminated. 

5,580 acres leased, 2,040 
of which would be disposed 
of. 26,070 acres would r%- 
main open to application 
and 30 acres closed. 

14 operator% possibly 
terminated. 

5.580 acres leased, 1,800 
of which muld be disposed 
of. 17,300 acres would re- 
main open to application 
and 5,530 acres closed. 

12 operators possibly 
terminated. 

5,580 acres leased, 1,600 
of which would be disposed 
of. 13,980 acres would re- 
win open to application 
and 11,060 acre% closed. 

5.580 acres leased, 1,600 
of which uould be disposed 
Of. 13,980 acres would re- 
mrrin open to application 
and 11,060 acres closed. 

Ssam 14 operators possibly 
terminated as Alternative D. 

14 operator% possibly 
terminated. 



Description and Comparison of Alternatives 

A. Current Management B. C. D. E. Preferred 

6. eater Quality 

Floodplains protected on Floodplains protected on 
100 acres. Pollution 100 acres. Pollution 
problem improved on 15,890 problem improved on 15,950 
acres. Municipal watershed acres. Municipal watershed 
federally protected on federally protected on 
5,530 acres. Water quality 5,680 acres. Water quality 
degradation would remain degradation would remain 
the same as Alternative A. the sams as Alternative A. 

Floodplains protected on Floodplains protected on 
290 acres. Pollution 250 acres. Pollution 
problem improved on 16,4$X.1 problem improved on 16,430 
acres. Municipal watershed acres. Municipal watershed 
federally protected on federally protected on 
7,100 acres. No significant 7,100 acres. Water quality 

Floodplains protected on 
loo acres. Pollution 
problem improved on 15,950 
acres. Municipal watershed 
federally protected on 
5,680 a~re~. Water quality 
degradation would remain 
the sane as Alternative A. 

water quality degradation 
is anticipated except if 
maJor surface disturbance 
(mining) occurs. 

degradation would remain 
the same as Alternative A. 

7. Water Sources 

All 7 known sources will 
be retained by the BIX 

All7 known sources will All 7 known sources will 
be retained by the RIM. be transferred to the USFS. 

All 7 known sources will 
be retained by the BLM. 

All 7 known sources will 
be retained by the BLM. 

8. Soil 

R50 acres of concern would 
be managed to reduce 
erosion. go0 acres of 
Stable/Slight and 200 acres 
of moderate erosion hazard 
would be disposed of. 
Erosion from public land 
would remain the same as 
Alternative A. 

850 acres of concern would 
be managed to reduce 
erosion. 500 acres of 
Stable/Slight and 200 acres 
of moderate erosion hazard 
would be disposed of. 
Erosion frcxn public land 
would remain the sanm as 
Alternative A. 

850 acres of concern would 
be nanaged to reduce 
erosion. 500 acres of 
Stable/Slight and 200 acres 
of moderate erosion hazard 
would be disposed of. 
Erosion from public land 
would remain the sax+ as 
Alternative A. 

850 acres of concern would 
be managed to reduce 
erosion. 210 acres of 
Stable/Slight erosion 
hazard would be disposed 
of. Overall erosion from 
public land would be 
minimal, possible locally 
significant erosion if major 
surface disturbance (mining) 
OCCUrS. 

850 acres of concern would 
be managed to reduce 
erosion. 1,100 acres of 
Stable/Slight erosion 
hazard would be disposed 
of. Erosion from public 
land would remain the same 
as Alternative A. 

9. Agricultural Use 

100 acres with low poten- 
tial would be closed to 
application. 

27,570 acres with low 
potential would be closed 
to application. 

27,570 acres with low 
potential would be closed 
to application. 

100 acres with low poten- 
tial would be closed to 
application. 

23,090 acres with low 
potential would be closed 
to application. 

10. Wildfire 

Cooperative agreements 
would protect all acres 
with wildfire potential 
(i.e. front range) 2,620 
acres. 

Cooperative sgreements 
would protect all acres 
with wildfire potential 
(i.e. front range) 14,190 
*ems. 

Cooperative agreements 
would protect all acres 
with wildfire potential 
(i .e. front range) 13,590 
acres. 

The EFS would take over 
protection of all the lands 
with potential in the front 
range. 

Cooperative agreements 
would protect all acres 
with wildfire potential 
(i.e. front range) 20,630 
acres. 

11. Prescribed Buring 

Prescribed burning would 
be evaluated on a case by 
case basis. 

Prescribed burning would 
be evaluated on a case by 
case basis. 

Prescribed burning would 
be evaluated on a case by 
case basis. 

Prescribed burning would 
be evaluated on a case by 
case basis. 

Prescribed burning would 
be evaluated on a case by 
case basis. 

12. Open Space 

No acres would be spcifi- 
tally protected. 1,800 
important open space acre* 
would be disposed of. 

No acres would be specifi- 
cally protected. 80 acres 
of important open space 
would be disposed of. 

15,250 acres in the front 
range would be maintained 
as open space. 1030 acre* 
would be disposed of that 
important for open space. 

15,840 acres in the front 
range would be kmintained 
as open space. 440 
important open space acres 
would be disposed of. 

No open space would be 
specifically protected 
although sxne muld likely 
be provided. 440 important 
open space acres would be 
disposed of. 

13. Scenic Quality 

930 acres would likely have 2,570 acmes would likely 
their scenic quality reduced have their scenic quality 
(from Class II to III) and reduced (from Class III 
4,180 acres reduced (from to Iv). 
Class III to IV). 

2,570 acres would likely 
have their scenic quality 
reduced (from Class III 
to Iv). 

2,330 acres would likely 
have their scenic quality 
reduced (from VRM Class 
III to IV). 

2,250 acres would likely 
have their scenic quality 
reduced (from VRM Class 
III to IV). 

14. Recreational Opportunity 

8,860 acres of SPM potential 40 acres of SPNM potential 40 acres of SPNM Potential 
will provide RN and R opportu- will provide SPM opyxrrtu- will provide SPM opportu- 
nities. 5,650 acres of RN nities. 1,650 acres of SPM nities. 1,650 acres of SF%! 
potential will provide R potential will provide RN potential will provide RN 
opportunities. 540 acres of opportunities. opprtunities. 
R potential will provide U. 

40 acres of SPNM land will 
be used as SPM. 9m 
acres of SPM will be 
managed to provide RN and 
R opportunities and 540 
acres of R potential will 
provide U. 

40 acres of SPNM potential 
will provide SPM opportunit- 
ies. 1,640 acres of SPM 
potential will provide RN 
opportunites and 4,590 acres 
of RN potential will provide 
R opportunities. 

15. Cultural 

Minimal degradation Minimal degradation Minimal degradation Minimal degradation Minimal degradation 

16. Paleontologic Values 

210 acres of low value 
would be adversely 
affected. 

390 acres of low value 390 acres of low value 320 acres of low value 320 acres of low value 
and 560 acres of doubtful and 560 acres of doubtful and 240 acres of doubtful and 240 acres of doubtful 
potential would be potential would be potential would be potential would be 
adversely affectsd. adversely affected. adversely affected. adversely affected. 

17. Geologic Features & Hazards 

Possible impact to one feat- Possible impact to one feat- Possible impact to one feat- 
ure on 40 acres. we on 40 acres. we on 40 acres. 

No impacts. No impacts. 
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Description and Comparison of Alternatives 

A. Current Fianagemtnt B. C. D. E. Preferred 

18. Locatable Minerals 

Public land favorability Public land favorability 
mting 41.8%. 28,340 acres rating 34.8%. 21,240 acres 
available and 8830 acres available and 15,930 acres 
:10Wd. ClOSSd. 

Subsurface estate favors 
ability rating 48.7%. 
221,870 acres available 
and 91,280 acres closed. 

Subsurface estate favor- 
ability rating 48.7%. 
221.870 acres available 
and 91,280 acres closed. 

19. Salable Minerals 

Public land favorability 
rating 43.8%. 27,760 acres 
open and 9400 acres closed. 

Public land favorability 
rating 45.8%. 28,570 acres 
open and 8600 acres closed. 

Subsurface estate favor- 
ability rating 49.7%. 
231.110 acres open and 
81,580 acres closed. 

Subsurface estate favor- 
ability rating 49.7%. 
231.110 acres open and 
81,580 acres closed. 

2O.Coal 

Subsurface estate favor Subsurface estate favo- 
ability rating 82.3%. ability rating 82.3b. 
273,530 acres leasable 273,530 acres leasable 
and 11.600 acres unleasable. and 11,600 acres unleasable. 

Public land open 380 acres. 

Subsurface estate favor- 
ability rating 82.3%. 
273,530 acres leasable 
and 11,600 acres unleasable. 

Public land open 380 acres. 

21. Oil and Gas 

Public land favorability 
rating 24.4%. 16,750 acres 
leasable and 870 acres 
unleasable. 

Public land favorability 
rating 26.1%. 17,040 acres 
leasable and 870 acres 
unleasable. 

Subsurface estate favor- 
ability rating 90.3%. 
290,230 acres leasable 
and 1,000 acres unleasable. 

Subsurface estate favor 
ability rating 90.3%. 
290,230 acres leasable 
and 1,000 acres unleasable- 

Minor and tempxary 
impacts. 

22. Air Quality 

Minor and tem~rary 
impacts. 

23. Roads and Trails 

No significant impacts. Bo significant impacts. 

24. Pest 

i {educed problems. Reduced problems. 

25. Use Authorizations 

f 'mcessed on a case by 
c :ase basis. 

Processed on a case by 
case basis. 

26. Public Information 

S light increase. Slight increase. 

27. Unauthorized Use 

c aae by case processing. Case by case processing. 

28. Economics 

ocal and Regional: 
ndirect and direct employ- 
lent might increase by 
'50-350 people if coal 
.s developed. Other 
ctions would have only 
&nor affect on amplqment 
.nd local expenditures. 

lacal and Regional: 
Indirect and direct employ- 
ment might increase by 
250-350 people if coal 
is developed. Other 
actions would have only 
minor affect on employment 
and local expenditures. 

I 
c 
iinor insignificant impact* 
m national values. 

minor insignificant impacts 
on national values. 

kpected management costs 
iould increase 18% from 
)rwious years. 

Expected snnsgement costs 
for the first 5 years would 
increase 7 % from previous 
years, thereafter it would 
decrease by 3%. 

Public land favorability 
rating 36.6%. 22,640 acres 
available and 14,520 acres 
closed. 

Subsurface estate favor- 
ability rating 48.7%. 
221,870 acres available 
and 91,280 acres closed. 

Public land favorability 
rating 34.8%. 22,640 acres 
available and 14,520 acres 
ClOSed. 

Subsurface estate favor- 
ability rating 48.7%. 
221,870 acres available 
and 91,280 acres closed. 

Public land favorability 
rating 41.8%. 28,930 acres 
available end 8240 acres 
closed. 

Subsurface estate favor- 
ability rating 48.7%. 
221,870 acres available 
and 91,280 scres closed. 

Public land favorability 
rating 43.8%. 27,760 acres 
open and 9400 acres closed. 

Subsurface estate favor- 
ability rating 49.7%. 
231,110 acres open and 
81,580 acres closed. 

Public land favorability 
rating 43.8%. 27,760 acres 
open and 9400 acres closed. 

Subsurface estate favor- 
ability rating 49.7%. 
231,110 acres open and 
81,580 acres closed. 

Public land favorability 
rating 45.8%. 28,570 acres 
open and 8600 acres closed. 

Subsurface estate favor- 
ability rating 49.7%. 
231.110 acres open and 
81,580 acres closed. 

Public land open 380 acres. 

Subsurface estate favor- 
ability rating 82.3%. 
273,530 acres leasable 
and 11,600 acres unleasable- 

Public land open 380 acres. 

Subsurface estate favor- 
ability rating 82.3%. 
273,530 acres leasable 
and 11,600 acres unleasable. 

Public land open 380 acres. 

Public land favorability 
rating 24.4%. 16,750 acras 
leasable and 870 acres 
unleasable. 

Subsurface estate favor 
ability rating 90.3%. 
290.230 acres leasable 
and 1,000 acres unleasable. 

Public land favorability 
rating 24.4%. 16,750 acres 
leasable and 870 acres 
unleasable. 

Subsurface estate favor- 
ability rating 90.3%. 
290,230 acres leasable 
and 1,000 acres unleasable. 

public land favorability 
mting 26.1%. 17,040 ~CIWS 
leasable and 870 acres 
unloasable. 

Subsurface estate favolc 
ability rating 90.3%. 
290,230 .scres leasable 
and l.GGG acres unleasable. 

Minor and tssspDraxy 
iapLcts. 

Minor and temporary 
impact 5. 

Minor and temporary 
impact S. 

A0 significant impacts. No significant impacts. No significant impacts. 

Reduced problems. Reduced problems. Reduced problems. 

Processed on a case by 
case basis. 

Processed on a case by 
case basis. 

Processed on a case by 
case basis. 

Transfer to USFS. Base level of information. Slight increase. 

Case by case processing. Case by case processing. Case by case processing. 

Locsl and Regional: 
Indirect and direct employ- 
ment might increase by 
250-350 people if coal 
is developed. Other 
actions would have only 
minor affect on employment 
and local expenditures. 

Local and Regional: 
Indirect and direct employ- 
ment might increase by 
250350 people if coal 
is developed. Other 
actions would have only 
minor affect on employment 
and local expenditures. 

Local and Regional: 
Indirect and direct employ- 
ment might increase by 
250-350 people if coal 
is developed. Other 
actions would have only 
minor affect on employment 
and local expenditures. 

Minor insignificant impacts 
on national values. 

Minor insignificant impacts 
on national values. 

minor insignificant impacts 
on national values. 

Expected management costs 
would increase 15% frcxs 
previous years. 

Expected management costs 
for the first 5 years would 
increase 6% fras prwious 
years, thereafter it would 
decrease by 67%. 

Expected management costs 
would increase 17% Pram 
previous years. 
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Description and Comparison of Alternatives 

A. Current Management B. C. D. E. Preferred 

29. Socioloa 

14 ranch operators would 12 ranch operators would 21 ranch operators would 14 ranch operators would 14 ranch operators would 
be involved in land sales. be involved in land safes. be involved in land sales. be involved in land sales. be involved in land sales. 
Actual social impacts Actual social impacts Actual social impects Actual social impacts Actual social impacts 
would be minor except for would be minor except for would be minor except for would be minor except for would be minor except for 
potential coal develop- potential coal develop- potential coal develop- potential coal develop- potential coal develop- 
ment (see economics). ment (see economics). merit (see economics). merit (see economics). merit (see economics). 

NOTE: Refer to specific impact analysis in Chapter IV for detailed discussion. 

HOW THE PREFERRED PLAN ALTERNATIVE WAS SELECTED 

The Preferred Alternative was developed by the State Director, District Manager, 
Associate District Manager, Area Manager, team leader, and appropriate team 
specialists. 

The Preferred Alternative was selected based on (1) issues raised throughout the 
planning process, (2) public input received at meetings, workshops, and in 
response to newsletters, (3) a set of decision criteria, and (4) the 
environmental analysis developed on the previously-formulated alternatives. 

Specific Criteria used to Select Preferred Plan Alternative - Prior to selecting 
the Preferred Alternative, the BIM mansgers drafted decision criteria to be used 
as considerations in selection of the proposed mansgement actions. The criteria 
were mailed for comment to other federal, state, and local sgencies, groups, and 
individuals interested in the resource management plan. Based on comments 
received, the criteria were revised and condensed. During consideration of 
these criteria and selection of the preferred alternative, the overriding goal 
of more efficient smnsgement end administration of the public lands was 
formulated. Complete transfer or disposal is a means of achieving this goal. 
Transfer of all high public value lands to the U.S. Forest Service and other 
public agencies was selected as part of the preferred alternative to achieve 
this goal. The management of subsurface estate would remain with the BLM as 
that responsibility cannot be transferred from the Department of the Interior 
under current lav. Foflwing are the condensed criteria that were considered in 
selecting the Preferred Alternative. The order does not indicate priority. 

1. Recanmendations should agree as much as possible with the approved goals 
of state and local governments and other federal agencies, except as those goals 
conflict with the laws, regulations, and policies directly governing BLM 
management actions. 

2. Recommendations should protect fragile and unique resources. Special 
attention will be directed toward municipal watersheds, endangered species' 
habitat, highly erosive soils, high quality scenic areas, and other fragile and 
unique resources. 

3. Recommendations should be sensitive to the' expectations of the local 
populace regarding both the use of public land and the management of these lands 
and public issues and management concerns identified through the scoping 
process. The local populace often has stroryf, but not necessarily uniform, 
feelings about natural resource issues. These feelings should be reflected in 
the Preferred Alternative. 

4. Reccxmuendations should promote the stability end diversity of local and 
regional economies. Recommendations affecting the supply and production of 
economic goods should take into account the current and expected demand for the 
good, its dependence on public land and subsurface estate, and its contribution 
to general economic conditions. 

5. Recommendations should be responsive to resource issues of national 
concern. Issues that receive national attention, such as energy production or 
the allocation of wilderness, will be dealt with according to the policies and 
directives of the BLM. 

6. Recommendations should not overly or unnecessarily restrict the public's 
use of public land and subsurface estate. Restrictions on the use of public 
land will be placed where need is demonstrated or where required by law, 
regulation, or the physical limits of the land. 

7. Recanmendations should provide for improved management and cost 
efficiency of the public lands and subsurface estate resoumes. 

OPTIONS AND ALTERNATNES CONSIDERED BUT ELIMINATED FROM DETAILED ANALYSIS 

During the entire planning process the team and smnagers considered numerous 
options for specific issues and general pIan alternatives but determined them to 
be unreasonable, inappropriate, or for some other reason not qualifiad for 
detailed analysis. This =s a must because of the need to keep choices to a 
managable and comprehendable number as authorized by the Rational Environmental 
policy Act of 1969. It is also understood that a AMP allocates lands and 
resources for various uses and that specific projects and their design is 
planned on site specific basis in conformance with the MP. Therefore many 
decisions; such as access routes, wildlife projects, fuelwood sales, voter or 
soil protection practices, recreation site design, mine plan, etc.; are not made 
at this level of resource planning. They are analyzed in detail and decisions 
made case by case. 

Major plan alternatives considered but eliminated from detailed analysis in this 
document were: 

1. No active management was considered for all issues but vm.s 
determined to be unrealistic nor would it be implementable. Public demand and 
past use dictates that some active smnagement occur. The concept of not 
managing the public resources (coal, forest, soils, recreation, etc.) is 
contrary to the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976, in particular 
the requirement to manage the public lands for multiple use and sustained 
yield. 

2. Maximum active xmnagment was considered for all issues but was 
determined to be unrealistic nor would it be implementable. The conflicts 
between management actions would necessitate single or near single use on most 
areas. There would be a significant amount of resource values lost creating 
unacceptable impacts. An expectation that sufficient funding for such intensive 
management is unrealistic. This type of mensgment would be contrary to the 
Federal Land Policy and Mansgment Act of 1976 in particular the requirement to 
manage the public lands for multiple use and sustained yield. Alternatives for 
the subsurface estate were considered but not developed. Surface owner 
consultation and coordination is considered to be a maJor prerequisite to 
management proposals so that even the present nmnagemant decisions must be 
considered tentative. In the case of coal (except for preference right lease 
applications, FRI.&see glossary), qualified surface owners must give written 
consent before a lease can be issued. For oil and gas, generalized alternatives 
ranging fran unlimited leasing to no leasing whatsoever were analyzed in the 
Umbrella Environmental Assessment. Regulatory and surface owner's agreements 
are required before drilling takes place. Limitations impede the federal land 
mansger from becoming involved to any large extent with locatable mineral 
operations on reserved subsurface estate. Salable minerals mansgemsnt on split 
estate lands must also be heavily influenced due to surface owner requirements. 
For these reasons Appendix C represents the apparent nenegement situation. 

CHAPTER III - AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

GENERAL SETMNG 

A general description of the Resource Area is found in Chapter I-Introduction. 
A more specific description is contained in this chapter. 

The affected environment is described in this chapter. The components of the 
environment are effected by the land and resource allocation decisions that are 
made for the 29 issues in the alternatives. A basic explanation of some 
components are presented for the readers general understanding. For all 
components, specific inventory data is retained in either the Northeast Resource 
Area office or other appropriate office. 

CLIMATE 

The Resource Area's climate varies considerably, depending on elevation. 
Precipitation generally increases with elevation, except for the eastern half of 
the Resource Area, where it gradually increases eastward toward Kansas and 
Nebraska. Mean annual amounts range from 11 inches at Greeley to nearly 25 
inches at Ward; east of Greeley it increases to about 18 inches at the Nebraska 
border. Much of the precipitation in the mountains falls as snow in the winter 
and spring. The plains receive 70 to 80 percent of its precipitation as rain 
during the late spring and summer growing season. Average annual snowfall 
ranges from around 20 inches on the plains to over 120 inches in the mountains. 
Even though total snowfall is less than in the mountains, typical cold air 
outbreaks from the north sometimes cause blizzards on the plains. Aversge 
length of the growing season varies from 160 days at Bonny Reservoir to 70 days 
or less at the higher elevations. Annual mean surface Fahrenheit temperature 
ran&es from the low 50"s in the Denver-Boulder area and the border with Kansas 
to about 40' in the mountains, while extremes of nearly -40" to 110" are 
possible. Winter inversions can cause the western valleys to be much cooler 
than the surroundirg higher areas, and diurnal temperature changes can be as 
much as 50", due in part to downslope, warming chinook winds in the winter and 
solar heatiw during the warm season. 

TOPOGRAPHY 

The Northeast Resource Area can be divided into three areas on the basis of 
topography: mountains, foothills, and plains. 

The mountainous area is a part of the eastern slope of the Front Range and 
occupies the western edge of the Resource Area. Western portions of Gilpin, 
Clear Creek, Larimer, Boulder, Jefferson, Douglas and El Paso Counties are 
included in this area. Elevation ranges from 6,000 to over 11,000 feet with 
local relief often exceeding 1,000 feet. This relief is caused by differential 
erosion of the Precambrian rocks that form the core of the Front Range. Named 
muntains on public lend over 10,000 feet include Lincoln, Red Elephant Hill, 
end Alps. Several prominent canyons cut by eastward flowing streams include 
South Platte, Clear Creek, Eldorado, and Boulder. Slopes of the public land in 
this area are for the most part steep, averaging around 50%. 

The foothills occupy an area along the boundary between the plains end 
mountains. Steeply tilted sedimentary rocks form the hogbacks and flatirons 
that are so prominent on the east slope of the Front Range. Elevations within 
this zone range from 5,600 feet to 8,500 feet. 

Characterizing most of the land within the Resource Area boundaries are the 
plains. Flat to gently rolling topography is predcminent. In a far areas, such 
as the Chalk Bluffs of Weld end Logan Counties, northeastern Albert County, and 
central Douglas County, capons. buttes, mesas, and escarpments interrupt the 
plains. 



No threatened or endangered plant species have been identified on HLM 
administered lands in the Resource Area. The only portion of the Resource Area 
havine a completed T&E plant inventory is Zone 1. 

LAND STATUS 

There are currently 37,170 public land acres in the NERA. An additional 2,860 
acres is managed by the USFS by a cooperative agreement. In addition there are 
615,000 subsurface estate acres. Current usage and resources on these tracts 
are located vithin each resource section. Federal law allows additional land to 
be purchased vhen a need is established and funds are available, or lands may be 
sold when it is in the national interest. 

Elevations range from 3,400 feet to 7,400 feet. The highest elevations in the 
plains province are found in an area known as the Palmer Divide. Located 
northeast of Colorado Springs, where Dou@.as, Elbert, and El Paso Counties meet, 
it forms a drainage divide between the South Platte and Arkansas Rivers. Nearly 
flat-lying sediments of the Cretaceous, Tertiary and Quaternary Periods Sive the 
plains their characteristic topography. 

VEGETATION 

The specific vegetation occurrim on public lands or subsurface estate in the 
Resource Area has never been completely inventoried and mapped. The forested 
lands in Management Zones 5,6,7,8, and 9 have been inventoried as part of the 
Timber Production Capability Classification (TKX). The rawelands have not 
been inventoried. 

Major vegetation types occurring are plains Srasslands, foothills Srasslands, 
riparian, and forest lands. An additional type found in the Resource Area, but 
not BLM administered, is alpine vegetation. Croplands also occur (see 
Agriculture section). 

The plains grasslands are primarily shorteras in the western portion of the 
Resource Area dominated by blue grama and buffalo erase.. As you move eastward, 
toward Kansas and Nebraska, the vegetation chanSes to a sandsage-bluesten 
prairie of medium tall Srasses with a strone element of small shrubs. Dominant 
species in this region include little bluestem, sand bluesten and SnndsaSe. 
This vegetation type covers most of the Public Lands in %nsgement Zones 1,2,3, 
and 4. 

Foothills Srasslands and mountain scrublands occupy the transition zone between 
the plains Srasslands and forest types. They are typified by various species of 
wheatgrass, brome, needleSrass and several forbs. An obvious characteristic of 
this type is the occurance of stands of ponderosa pine and various shrubs, 
notably gambel's oak and mountain mahogany. 

Riparian vegetation occurs alone streams, drains&eways and around rrservofrs. 
Larger streams and rivers with wide floodplains support overstories of 
cottonwoods and understories of willow, water-tolerant grasses and sedges. 
Willovs also occur alonS narrower stream channels and in the foothills river 
alder often occurs in association with willow. Public Lands in Management Zone 
3 and the Front Ra!a~e Zones 5-9 have the maJority of the riparian vegetation, 
with the other Zones bavirg very little or none of this vegetative type on 
Public Land. 

Forested lands are predominately ponderosa pine and Do)ouplas fir (for other 
species see Forestry section 1. The types occur in Management Zones 5-10. 

The other mafor veSetative type found in the Resource Area, but not on Public 
Land is alpine. This type is characterized by short grasses and sed&s with 
many forbs. Dominants include bcnterass, sedges, fescue and mountain timothy. 

ACCESS 

At this time access to 10,621 acres of public land exists. This access includes 
public roads, federal and county, and existiw easements. Access to additional 
lands can be obtained when a need is determined and funds are available. 

WILDLIFE HABITAT 

The wide variety of habitat types occurring in the Resource Area results in many 
wildlife species occupyinS BIM administered land. Emphasis has been placed on 
threatened and endangered species, Same species and species of high interest to 
state or federal agencies. A list of these species can be found in Appendix A. 
Over eighty species fall into these cateSories. 

The terrestrial inventory effort has, for the most part, been a canpilation of 
information from the Colorado Division of Wildlife. Very limited on-the-ground 
inventories have been conducted in specific areas for certain purposes (e.g. 
inventory in the Denver Coal Basin to apply the unsuitability criteria for coal 
leesine.) 

The aquatic inventory has been more specific. &%acroinvertebrates have been 
coilected on Bard, Left Hand and South Clear Creek. Habitat Quality Index 
inventories were conducted on Bard, Mill and South Clear Creek. 

Level 1 inventory, as defined in the 6671 manual, and instream flow measurements 
were conducted on all reaches of Clear Creek, Bard, Mill, Deer, Boulder and Left 
Hand Creeks and Fall River. 

Inventory data on the South Platte reservoirs was obtained from the Colorado 
Division of Wildlife while the Ft Collins Reservoirs studies were a joint 
effort. This data is similar to BLM's Level 1 aquatic inventory. 

Large Mammals 

Mule deer, white-tailed deer , pronghorn antelope, elk, and bi.Shorn sheep are the 
most co-n biS Same species found on BLM administered land in the Resource 
Area. White-tailed deer are found primarily alon(J maJor drainages on the 
eastern plains while mule deer also occur alone smaller drainages with 
established riparian zones and in the Front Range. Public land provides 
important winter range for mule deer in Zones 5-9. Elk also winter on the RLM 
administered lands in the Front RanSe but generally stay on higher elevations 
than mule deer. 

The mejor concentration areas of bighorn sheep in the Resource Area are the area 
from Dumont to Silver Plume along I-70 and the Waterton Canyon herd (mansged by 
the Forest Service through a Cooperative Agreement). 

Pronghorn are located in Management Zones l-4 and 10 with mafor concentrations 
in the Pawnee Grasslands of Zone 4, and in M%mgement 7ane 1 north of Rig Sandy 
Creek, and MansSement Zone 2 south of X-70 bounded approximately by Limon, 
Seibert, Kit Carson and Karval. 

Birds 

The large irrigation reservoirs on the Eastern Plains provide nesting areas for 
thousands of ducks and geese. Aerial winter counts conducted by the Colorado 
Division of Wildlife since the winter of 1976-77 have averaged a total of 68,000 
ducks and 17,000 Seese on Riverside, Empire, Jackson and BiJou Reservoirs and 
the South Platte River from Riverside to Prewitt Reservoirs. 

Upland game birds in the Resource Area include pheasants and bobwhite quail 
alow ths major drainaeeways in the Eastern Plains, and vild turkey along the 
Front Range. Greater prairie chickens, a state endangered species, occur along 
the eastern border of Colorado. A major concentration area is located north of 
Eckley and Wray in Yuma County. The population was estimated at approximatelj 'Y ; 

600 birds in 1978, but intensive surveys in eastern Colorado in recent years 
seem to indicate a IarSer ranSe than was thought in 1978. 



The prairie sharp-tailed grouse, stats-endangered, also occurs in the Resource 
Area but there is no BLM administered land within its occupied range. The 
Denver Coal Sasin lies east of the occupied range and should not cause any 
direct effect on the existi& population. It, however, does fall within the 
habitat if the birds were to expend their range. The estimated population in 
1978 ras 150-300 birds. 

The white pelican, a state-threatened species, nests on Public Land at Riverside 
Reservoir. This is the only nesting site in Colorado for these birds and an 
average of 400 pairs nest there every year. The pelicans feed on Riverside and 
other large reservoirs aloq the South Platte River including Barr Lake, Empire, 
Jackson and Pretitt Reservoirs. 

IBld eagles, Federally endangered, also winter in the Resource Area primarily 
along the South Platte River and Its associated reservoirs. Major reservoirs 
which support vintering populations of bald eagles include Riverside, wire, 
Prewitt,, Jackson, Sterling, and Julesburg. Prewitt normally has the highest 
concentrations of eagles and Ster1i.w the least. The midwinter count in January 
1982 resulted in a total of 62 birds sighted on the six major reservoirs. 

Peregrine falcons, Federally endangered, nest in the Resource Area but the only 
reported nesting site on public land is at Cathedral Spires in Ransgement Zone 
9. The site has not hPd a peregrine nest since the late 1970's. Prairie 
falcons nested there in 1982 but the sits vas not occupied in 1983. Hunting 
areas for peregrine8 nesting at this site vere identified upstream of the town 
of South Platte on the North Fork of the South Platte River and its tributaries. 

Several other nongeme birds of interest nest on BLM administered land in the 
Resource Area, particularly at Riverside and other reservoirs. These include 
great blue herons, double-crested cormorants, snowy egrets, cattle egrets and 
black crowned night herons. 

Songbirds and Small Mammals 

Songbirds and small mamumls are abundant in the Resource Area with many species 
represented due to the wide variety of habitat types found in the area. Little 
specific data exists for occurrances of these species on BLki edministered land. 
Generally, the Colorado Division of Wildlife Iatilonga are utilized to determine 
if a particular species may occur in a given area. 

Reptiles and Amphibiina 

Several species of both reptiles and amphibians also occur in the Resource Area. 
Like ths songbirds and sum11 mammals, there is very little specific information 
on these animals on BLM administered land. The mre common species are the 
great plains toad, Woodhouse's toad, boreal chorus frog, leopard frog, plains 
spadefoot, tiger salamander, northern prairie lisard, and prairie six-lined 
racerunner. The snake attractim the most attention is the prairie 
rattlesnake. 

Ihe above species distribution discussions are derived from 1)Colorad.o Kammal 
Distribution Latilong Study 1982, 2)Colorado Bird Distribution Iatilong Study 
1982, and 3)Coloredo Reptile and Amphibian Latilong Study 1981. These are all 
published and revised by the Colorado Division of Wildlife. 

Fkdl 

Two state threatened fish, the orangethroat darter and the Arkansas darter, 
occur in the Resource Area. The Arkansas darter Is found in Big Sandy Creek and 
the orangethroat darter in the Republican and Arikaree Rivers. 

Eabitat for both warm and coldwater fish occurs on BW administered land. The 
irrigation reservoirs on the Eatern Plains provide habitat for game and nongame 
fish. There are several reservoirs maneged prismrily for recreational fishing. 
These include Black Bellow (baas, walleye, pike, catfish). Jackson (crappie, 
vhite bass, walleye, channel catfish), Prewitt (walleye, channel catfish, perch, 
crappie , white x striped bass hybrid), Sterling (walleye, channel catfish, 
crappie, white bass), and Julesburg (channel catfish, walleye, crappie). 
Riverside, in addition to game fish, has a large carp population which provides 
a food bass for the white pelicans. 

Several streams In the Front Range support coldwater fisheries. The major 
species are brook, brovn and rainbow trout. The msjor waterways going through 
public land are Clear Creek, South Clear Creek, Bard Creek, Mill Creek, Fall 
River, Deer Creek, South Boulder Creek, Left Rand Creek, South Platte River and 
the Cache LaPoudre River. Two reservoirs associated with public land also 
support coldwater fish. Reservoir Aumber 15 has potential for a rainbow trout 
fishery and Halligan Reservoir provides a brown trout fishery. 

1.5 

TIMBER AND FIREWOOD 

The forested lands in the Northeast Resource Area occur in Mansgement Zones 5-9 
along the Front Range. Public lands in this area are typically small, scattered 
tracts with no legal or physical access. Elevations range from 6,500' to 
11,500'. The terrain is predominately steep and rocky with unstable soils and 
receives from 15-20 inches of rain per year. The predominant tree species found 
on these sites are ponderosa pine and Douglas fir with lodgepole pine, limber 
pine, sub-alpine fir and Englemann spruce also occurring. 

Currently the timber mansgement policy in the Northeast Area is to sell and 
remove forest products to 1) improve stand condition, 2) improve wood 
utilization, 3) minimize loss of wood, and 4) meet the demand for wood products. 
Demand for wood products in the Front Ranee far exceeds the supply. 
Approximately half the sale volume from public land in the Northeast Resource 
Area is to commercial loggers with the reminder sold to individuals cutting 
firewood for personal use. Timber sale areas are small and well defined. They 
are established using sound silvicultural practices, to ensure proper restocking 
of tree seedlings within lo-15 years of harvest. New road construction is 
usually not necessary because access roads are typically in existence, but legal 
access is often lacking. Excess logging slash is usually reduced by burning 
slash piles vhen snow is present. The current allowable cut per year is 200,000 
board feet or 400 cords, but will be recalculated in 1984. There are currently 
over 2,200 acres of fore& land available for harvest. 

Forested lands in the area have been broken down into four categories as a 
result of the timber production capability classification inventory (TPCC). The 
"available" classification includes inventory classifications nonproblem and 
restricted. These are intensively-managed commercial forest lands which are 
available for timber harvesting. Approxismtely 2,251 acres of public land fall 
into this classifiction. "Unavailable" lands are less intensivelyjnansged 
commercial forest lands which are in inventory classes, "withdrawn-fragile 
gradient" and "adverse location“. Technolqy is not locally available to 
harvest these lands in an acceptable manner. There are 13,261 acres in this 
category. 

Noncommercial lands are not intensively managed and are in inventory class, 
"withdrawn-low site". These timber lands are not very productive and cover 
approximately 3,000 acres. 

LIVESTOCK GRAZING 

The livestock industry is very prominant in some parts of northeastern Colorado, 
but the BIM's contribution to this industry in terms of Animal Unit Months 
(AU%) is very small. There are currently 26 Section 15 leases on public land 
covered by this plan. The total acreage leased is 5,710 and total AUMs produced 
are 985. 

The leases are all being managed on a custodial basis under standard 
stipulations of term permits. Most of the leases are under lo-year permlts. No 
rangeland activity plans (Allotment Management Plans - AMPS), are presently 
written, active, or planned for the future. Size of leases, scattered land 
pattern, and percent public land within pastures or manageable units preclude 
serious consideration of fornnrlating AMPS. 

Results of custodial nrmnagment are largely unknown. Limited condition and trend 
studies were implemented on half the allotments in 1.982 with the others 
scheduled to be started in 1983. This monitoriw effort consists of general 
area photos and photo plots on public rangelands. 

Historically rangeland improvements have been done by the livestock operators 
themselves under permit by the BIH. The first authorization of expenditure of 
Rangeland Improvement funds set up by the Taylor Grazing Act and the Murphy Act 
of Colorado was approved by the District Grazing Advisory Board in 1983. 
Cooperative proJects such as fences and water developments are authorized on a 
case-by-case basis and Cooperative Agreements are drawn up betveen the BIM and 
the livestock operator. 

New lease applications are processed by review through an Environmental 
Assessment for suitability using criteria regarding slope, distance from water, 
erosion potential, forage production, and land pattern. The applicant must 
first meet general criteria (CFR 4110) including being a U.S. citizen, being a 
ccmmercial livestock operator, and have base property to support the livestock. 

WATER QUALITY 

The Northeast Resource Area contains parts of three drainage basins (The South 
Platte, Kansas, and Arkansas Rivers). The South Platte River is the largest 
drainage feature in the resource area and flows in a general northeasterly 
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direction from the town of South Platte on the southern end of Waterton Canyon 
to Julesburg at the Nebraska border. &%jor tributaries which head in the Front 
Range just west of the resource area are, from north to south, (Ths Cache 
LaPoudre and Big Thompson Rivers; St. Vrain, Boulder, Bear, Clear, and Plum 
Creeks 1. 

The natural flows of the Poudre and Big Thompson Rivers, Boulder Creek, Clear 
Creek, and the wain stream of the South Platte (upstream fran the plannine area 
boundary) are augmented by transmountain diversions frw ths Colorado River 
Basin. 

Some northward flowing tributaries of the South Platte are Cherry, Box Elder, 
Kiowa, Bijou, Badger, and Beaver Creeks. Within the Kansas River Basin, streams 
flowing eastward into Kansas and Nebraska are Frenchnmn Creek and the Arikaree, 
Republican, and Smoky Hill Rivers. Within the Arkansas River Basin, streams 
flowing generally southeast-ward include, Fountain, Horse, Rush, and Big Sandy 
Creeks. All of these streams originate on the high plains. 

Stresms on the plains generally produce less than an inch of runoff per year. 
In contrast, streams originatix in the uvuntains typically produce as much as a 
foot or twre (Note: A foot of runoff equals one acre foot of water per acre of 
drainage area - an inch of runoff is 1/12%h that amount). The plains streams 
often run dry, and flash floods are common. The mountain streams are perennial, 
and high water canes duriw the peak of the snowmelt season. When the plains 
streams flow, the vater is usually turbid and relatively high in dissolved 
solids. The nertural quality of the mountain str- is generally quite pure. 
Hovever, several of the mountain streams have been polluted, notably Clear Creek 
and some of its tributaries. The principal cause of pollution is mining 
activity. h3&45, road building, urbanization and land developnt also 
contrlbute to the problem. 

Ground Water 

Groundwater occurs in 3 basic types of aquifers in the NERA; alluvial deposits, 
fractured metamorphic and igneous rocks, and sedimentary rocks. 

The alluvial aquifers are found in the valley bottoms, and are hydraulically 
connected with the streams. They range in width from less than 100 feet, near 
the headwaters of streams, to as much as 15 miles, along the South Platte in 
Weld County. Aquifer thickness ranges from a few feet along the Smaller streams 
to as such as 200 feet along the South Platte near Wiggins. In the s0untains. 
alluvial aquifers are used mostly for domestic rind stockwater. On the eastern 
plains, wells in ths alluvium yield large volumes of veter, and are commonly 
used for irrigation. 

The fractured metamorphic and Qneous rocks of the foothills and mountains 
typically yield snmll amounts of good quality water. The extent of these 
fractured rocks is limited. Hovever , where thsse aquifers do occur, they are 
important sources of domestic and livestock water. 

The eastern plains are underlain by several sedimentary aquifers. These include 
the Davson, the Denver, the Araphoe. the Iararafe-Fox Hills, and farthest east, 
the (Lrallala. These aquifers are the primary source of water for the anal1 
towns, farms, and ranches of the plains. The Ogallals, and to a lesser extent, 
the Fox hills, are important sources of water for irrigation. The quality of 
water from these aquifers varies greatly, depending upon the chemical 
characteristics of the various water bearing beds. Coal is found in the Dswson, 
Denver, Arapahoe, and Iaramie formations. In some places, there is groundvater 
in the coal beds. 

WATER SOURCES 

The earliest water rights in the arsa were acquired by isrmers and ranchers. 
For many years, agricultural users were, by far, the largest conswrs of vater. 
Following World War Two, however, the towns and cities along the front range 
began to experience grovth. The rate of growth has accelerated to the point 
that municipal and industrial users are now actively competla with agriculture 
for water. Most of the larger transmountain diversions have been built to help 
satisfy the water demands of cities such as Denver, Aurora and Colorado Springs. 
The denand for surface water outstrips the supply, and those with senior urter 
rights hold valuable properties indeed. 

The total annual surface supply in the Resource Area is about 2 million acre 
feet. Of this, about 70 percent is used by agriculture, and 30 percent by 
municipal, industrial, and other users. The BM needs about 55 acre feet per 
year for administration of the public lands. 

SOILRESOURCE 

The BlM administered lands in the Resource Area occur generally in three 
different landscapes. They are the high mountain araas, the foothills, and the 
uplands and plains areas. 

Tfie soils in high loountain areas occupy mountain slops8 and ridgetops. 'l&e 
soils are interspersed with rock outcrops. Soils are formed in material 
weathered from a variety of crystalline and sedimentary rocks. 
Soils in the foothills area occur on low mountain slopes, foothills and ridges 
formed by uplifted sedimentary rocks. The soils are developing in these 
sedimsntary rocks and colluvium. Rock outcrops also occur throwhout this arsa. 
Soils in the uplands and plains occur on topography ranging from terraces and 
uplands to dunss. These soils are developed in wind-deposited nrrterial varying 
from silts to sands. Interspersed throughout this area are residual soils 
developing mostly iron shales. 

Some detailed soil inventory data is available. Fourteen counties in this 
Resource Area have been mapped and are published. In two additional counties, 
the mappi% has been canpletsd and they are scheduled for publication. One 
county is in the process of being mnpped and will be completed by the end of the 
calendar year (1983). The portions of Clear Creek County and Lincoln County 
within this RMP have not yet been mippsd in detail. Soils of Colorado (Colorado 
State University atlletfn Y5665) contafns soil infomation that is useable for 
planning at a general level for these two counties. This Is the most detailed 
data available at this time. The detail of mappiing for these inventories is 
moderate (Order II or III). Wppirp: units are mstly associations, complexes 
and coassociation. Appendix A lists the soil inventory status for each county 
or survey area and where the infoxma<ion is avaiLable. 

Upland erosion per se for this area has not been identifiad but a sediment yield 
map prepared by the Colorado Land Use Commission based on information by the 
USDA Soil Conservation Service in Denver, Colorado has identified sediment yield 
rates (mrp available in northeast Resource Area Office). Ssdlmsnt yield is 
defined and used by the Comrsiasion as ths average annual amount of sediment from 
a square mile transported by water from sources into local mter courses. This 
includes both upland erosions and channel erosion. Five classes of sediment 
yield have been identified but only three occur in the Resource Area. lhe three 
are: (1) very low yields - less than .l acre ft/aq. mile per year or less than 
.3 ton/acre/yew (usi% the average weight of soil at 90 lbs per cubic foot); 
(2) low yields - 0.1 to 0.2 acre feetjsq. mile/year or 0.3 to .6 tonsfhcrefyear; 
and (3) awderate yields - 0.2 to 0.5 acre feett/aq.tile/year or 0.6 to 1.5 
tons/acre/year. Though nothing offical has been established, a soil tolerance 
loss rate of approximately 2 ton/acre/year for upland erosion on non-cmpland 
has been suggested by the Soil Conservatfon Service. Soil losses at this ante 
or less would have little effect upon vegetation production. Recognizing thst 
the maxim rate of sediment yield identified In this Resource Area is 1.5 
ton/acre/year and that the mjority of the sediment yield results from channel 
erosion, the present upland erosion rates would bs considered to have little 
effect upon production capcity in this area. 

AGRICULTURALUSE 

Croplands occur throughout much of the Resource Area with over six million mres 
in Crop production in 1978. The majority of agricultural production occurs in 
%armgement Zones 1,2.3, and 4. Tvo snjor types of crops are raised. Dryland 
farming occurs throughout upland areas where soil fertility and topcgrapw are 
conducive to this pursuit. It is oPten interspersed with rangeland. The major 
crop produced by this method is wheat and the usual farmi~ practice is crop 
alternated with fallow to conserve moisture. 

IrriSated crepe produced in the Resource Area include alfalfa, corn and 
sugarbeets. This method of farming occurs prirmrily along the major 
watercourses where perennial water is available and on upland sites &here wells 
can be drilled for sprinkler irrigation. Large irrigation water storsge 
reservoirs line the South Platte River and the Ogalalla aquifer provides water 
for sprinkler irrigation along the eastern tier of counties. 

Nearly all agriculture occurs on private land in the Resource Area. bw 
thousands of subsurface estate acres are beiw farmsd. only t3m tracts of 
public land are currently farmed. One is an 8O-acre tract in Management Zone 2 
near Cheyenne Wells tht is in dryland wheat production; and the other is 3 
acres in Management Zone 3 adjacent to Bijou Reservoir that is being irrigated 
and Is producing corn. 

WILDFIRE 

Wildfire is not a major problem in the Northeast Resource Area. Front Pawe 
counties are either covered by a cooperative s&-cement or memorandum Of 
understandiryl for prevention and suppression of wildfire. The public land on 
the Eastern Plains has not historically needed protection. If a fire occurs, 
reimbursement may be provided to the appropriate suppression sgency. 

PBESCRIBEDBUBMi'lG 

All land in the Resource Area is currently classified as "open" for prescribed 
burning. Proposals for prescribed burning will be reviewed through the 
Environmental Assessment process to determine acceptability and to design the 
project. Current burning projects are limited to a reduction of fuel hazards 
and site preparation for reforestation. 

OPENSPACE 

Open spce is defined as "Areas of land relatively free from development, having 
a low percentage of surface covered by buildings or other Impermeable surfaces 
and having a low pa-ent population". Values sny be in the form of 
aesthstics, natural beauty, community well-beiq, reduction of public hasa@ and 
property damage, stmcturing development, air and water mmsgement , or 
recreational opportunities. 

The growing urbanization of the front range has made somp, of the tracts valuable 
as a buffer or open spce within a developed area. The following criteria were 
used in determiniw open space values: 

1. Assist in the provision of adequate separation betusen ccmplllll ities 
along the front range; or 

2. Bs adjacent to or near, major hiShways along the front range, and also 
provide quality scenic vistas from these highvsys. 

In land that meets one of the above criteria, it can be further evaluated by: 

1. The probability of the land remaining "opsn", 

2. Other attributes of the land such as important ecologic, historic, 
geologic and/or archaeologic valuea; and 

3. The degree of threat to the land such that it would no longer meet the 
criteria. 



Table III-l indicates the open space values of public land. 

TABLE III-l 
Open Space Values 

Value Unit Numbers 

General - 101 through 512 
601 
606 through 702 
803 
901 and 902 
904 through 907 
910 through 1003 

Important - 
View from a road 801 and 802 

804 through 821 

Break in a subdivision so4 
513 and 514 
602 
903 
908 

Natural view 603 through 605 

309 

SCENERY 

Visual Resource Management (VRM) classes are used to define minimum scenic 
quality management objectives. Each of the 5 classes describe a different 
degree of modification allowed in the basic elements of the landscape so that 
the scenic character is retained. The followfry! is a brief summary of each of 
the five classes. 

Class I provides primarily for natural ecological changes but does not preclude 
--Y limited ma~ement activity. Any contrast created within the 
characteristic landscape must not attract attention. This class is applied to 
wilderness areas, wild and scenic rivers, and other similar situations. 

Class II allows changes in any of the basic elements (form, line, color, 
texture) that does not become evident in the characteristic landscape. The 
contrast may be seen, but must not attract attention. 

Class III permitgcontrasts to the basic elements (form, line, color, texture) 
to become evident and begin to attract attention. But they should remain 
subordinate to the existing landscape. 

Class IV allows contrasts to attract attention and be a dominant feature of the 
landscape in terms of scale, but should repeat the form, line, color, and 
texture of the characteristic landscape. 

Class V is applied to areas where charrge is needed or change may add acceptable 
visual variety to an area. This class applies to areas where the naturalistic 
character has been disturbed to a point where rehabilitation is needed to bring 
it back into character with the surround&I landscape. This class would apply 
to areas identified in the scenic evaluation where the quality of the class has 
been reduced because of unaccepable cultural modification. 

For simplicity, Classes I & II can be considered "outstanding" scenery within 
the region of study, Class III is "characteristic" scenery, and Classes IV & V 
are "minimal" scenery because of lack of variety or due to the presence of 
distracting intrusions. 

Table III-2 lists the VRM classes assigned to public lands. 

TABLE III-2 
VRM Classes 

Class Units 

I None 

II 503 
510 
606 
801 and 802 
804 through 821 
902 
909 and 910 
1003 

III 

Iv 

201 through 206 
213 
302 through 308 
311 through 317 
502 
504 
506 through 508 
511 
513 through 605 
701 and 702 
803 
905 throu(gh 908 
1002 

101 
207 through 212 
214 through 301 
309.and 310 
401 through 501 
505 
509 
512 
901 through 904 
1001 

RECRJXATION OPPORTUNITIES 

The Northeast Resource Area includes the most populated area of Colorado. 
However. the small quantity of public land and the scattered nature of the 
tracts have resulted in little dependence on RIM for recreation. The recreation 
opportunities (i.e. activities and settings) on public lands are generally not 
significant in meeting Front Range user's recreation opportunity needs. Similar 
types of activities and settings exist on other public and/or private lands in 
the Area. The majority of public lands have little @ential for intensive 
recreation. 

Table III-3 indicates the current activities, potential activities, and 
recreation opportunity spectrum (ROS) classes for public lands. The ROS system 
arrays three ecmponents along a spectrum or continuum (activity, setting, 
experience). The ROS is based upon empirical. data that demonstrates that users 
exhibit preferences for activities, settings, and resultl"g experiences in their 
recreational pursuits. A spectrum of recreation opportunities has been defined 
based on variations in settings, which also influence the nature of available 
activities and the resulting subjective experiences of the user. These settings 
and associated activities determine potentials for providing particular types of 
recreation (i.e. supply), settings, and experiences. Likewise, user preferences 
for these settings and associated activities can also be determined (i.e. 
demand). 

Variations in environmental setting are arranged on a spectrum from total 
resource dependence to total facility dependence, and six specific ROS classes 
have been identified at various points between. Al.1 land areas fall into one of 
these six ROS classes, and all users exhibit preferences for recreation 
opportunities in one or mre of these ROS classes. 

The following diagram illustrates the ROS 

SEXTINC OPIQRTUNITIES 

P SPNM SPM m? R u 

(Semi- (Semi- 
(Primi- Primitive Primitive (Roaded (Rural) (Urban) 
tive) Non- Motorized) Natural) 

Motorized) 

The first step taken to determine the activity opportunity is to canplete a 
capability classification to delineate generally homogenous land units which in 
the RC6 system are called "Ecological Land Units" or ELUs. 

In addition to the activity letter each ELU is classified into one of seven 
capability classes based on the total resource values and recreation activities 
combined+ Those on the upper end of the scale (1,2..) are the most highly 
valued while those on the lover end (..6,7) can provide only for dispersed use. 
The numerical rating is the collective average sum of all the activities 
(subclass ratings) provided in the unit, rather than any one separate activity. 
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Class 

1 

p-pe of Use 
Other 
Characteristics 

Intensive Amrpthe mosthi@ly 
valued resources/ 
features in the 
state. 

Cant' 
UNIT CURRELFT ACTIVITIES ACTIVITY OPPORPUNITIES ROS CLASS SEHTINGS-. -- 

Capabilitr 

Very High 
606 

Boulder Creek FVH 
Hagback V 

701 xv 
702 VH 
801 RVHE 
802 

Fall. River F 
Mile Creek F 

SPM 
4AC 

2: RN 
5qOR SR4 
4J0 U 

R 
4A 
3A 

2 High 

3 Moderately High 

4 Moderate 

5 Moderately Low 

6 Low 

_----_-- 
Dispsrsed 

Dunwont Arrastra 
80% 
809 
810 
811 
812 
813 
814 
815 
816 

RVH 
RVH 
RVH 
RVH 
RVH 
HXRVH 

VH 

3HM 
5HJ0 
5HJ0 
4HOJ 
4HOJ 
4HJ0 
5A,4KHO 
5OR 
40H 

:OJ 
40 
5A 

;i 
5ON 
502 

R 
R 
R Iack natural attract- 

tiveness or present 
severs obstacles 
to their use. 

Little capability; 
nay merely provide 
open space. 

R 
R 
RN 
R 
R 
U 

very Lou 
S 
W,A R 

V 
817 
81% 
819 
820 

VII 
s 
S 
S 
V 
V 
F 
H 

R 
R 
R 
RN 
R 
RN 
RN 

The folloving table identifies 
activity and class. 

the primary recreational use, ROS setting, 
821 
901 
902 

;i: 

;z 

$2 
909 
910 
1001 
1002 
1003 

5AOP 
6GE TABLE III-3 

Recreation Descriptors 

UNIT CURRENT ACPNITIES ACTIVITY OPPORTUNITIES ROS CLASS SETTINGS - ---- _ _- ___ ..- _- ---- -.---- --- 

l RN 
l RN 

H 60 RN 
70 RN 

V 3ROV SR4 
V 3Rov SPNM 

* R 
R 

Mvli SPM 

101 MHV 
201 
202 VH,O 
203 

70 

EO 

zo 

rw 
R 
SF?! 
SR4 
SPM 
SPM 
SPM 
SFU 
SPM 
R 
LX-94 
RN 
RN 
RN 
RN 
RN 
SPM 
SPU 
RN 
SF?4 
SPM 
SPM 

204 MVH 
205 MVH 60 

0 
l = srea is submerged or too small to rate. 

206 MVH 
207 MVH 
20% MVH 
209 MVH 
210 MVR 
211 
212 

Current Activities Activity Opportunities1 ROS Class settings 

213 
214 VH 

A = Historical Viewing 

B = Boating 

A = Recreational Fisheries 

B = Peach 

c = csmping 

E = Equestrian 

D = Units on Deeper Water 

E = Vegetation of Recreational 
Significance 

F = Fishing F = Waterfalls and Rapids 

G = Geologic Inter- 
pretive 

H = Hunting 

K = Hiking 

H = Cultural Resources R =Rura.L 

I f Collectable Rocks U -Urban 

K= to Access 
Areas 

recreation 

M = Minimal2 L = Land Forms 

P = Picnic M = Units on Small Surface 
Waters 

R = Rockhounding 

S = City Water Supply 

V = Wildlife Viewing 

W = Water Sports 

X = Cross Country Skiing 

N = Extensive Upland Units 

0 = Upland Wildlife 

P ='CulturaL Landscape 

Q = Topographic Configuration 

R = Rock/Geologic Formation 

V = Vantage Points 

W = Water and Wildlife 

P = Primitive 

SPM.l =semi- 
Primitive Non- 
Motorized 

215 vii 
216 
217 VH 
21% VH 
219 vii 
220 VH 
221 
222 VH 
223 VH 
224 VH 

60 
60 
60 

;lO 
60 
60 
4BA 

;it 
4BAD 

SF!4 = semi- 
Primitive 
Motorized 

RN = Roaded 
Natural 

SF?4 
RN 
Rn 
RN 301 F,H 

302 F .H SF?4 
RN 303 F 

304 FH.W RN 
RN 
RN 
RN 
RN 
RN 

305 FH- 
306 FHW 
307 
30% 

V(wblte pellean)KF 
FVH 

309 FVHW 
310 HVR SF?4 

SFH 311 
312 MVH SPNM 

RN 
SFM 
Rn 
SPNM 
R 
RN 
SFU 
SPM 
RN 
RN 
RN 

313 FvHuPc 
314 MUHF 
315 
316 
317 
401 
402 
403 
404 
501 

FVHCW 
MVH 
Ff(vhite pelican)H 
VH 
MVH 

502 
Cherokee Pk. VH 
Hall&ran Res. VHFC 

40N 
4AOB 
6CK 
60 
60 
60 
SOL 
4LAv 
60 

:OR 
&Q 

503 H 
504 MVH 
505 Mm 
506 ni 
507 MVH 
50% GF 
509 

!+w 
512 MVR 
513 
St. Vrains VH 
JpXS VH 

514 MH 
601 MV,F 
602 

Beaver Ponds Mcv 
ORV Hill Now closed to ORV 
RR Sed A 

RN 
RN 
RN 
RN 
RN 
R 
RN 
RN 
RN 
RN 
RN 

1 =Very High 
2 = High 
3 = Moderately High 
4 = Moderate 
5 = Moderately Low 
6 = LOW 
7 = Very Low 

RN 
RN 
RN 

1. The reader should note that these are resources with potential recreation, 
whereas current activities indicate what activities occur. 

2. Minimal mans all subsequent activities on the same line preceding a c- 
occur rarely. 

In addition to impacts from public lands, recreation takes place on private land 
over subsurface estate and is affected by BIM policy. These areas have limited 
recreation value or opportunity for BLM recreational development since use is 
controlled and usually limited by permission of the private surface owner. 
Recreation types are primarily limited to hunting, wildlife viewing, and ORV 

Ward MHV 
603 

Gold Hill 
Mining Ares R 
Eroxncipation Hill 
Four Mile V 

604 V 

RN 

RN 
405 W,F 4ACO,4OK RN 



The recreation opportunities (i.e. activities and settings) on public lands in 
the Northeast Resource Area are generally not significant in meeting Front Range 
user's recreation opportunity needs. Similar types of activities and settings 
exist on other public and/or private lands with very few exceptions. The State 
Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP) provides an inventory of private 
and public land recreationaL opportunities with some denmnd analysis. It 
provides an overall user profile analysis in conjunction with recreational 
settings and opportuniitea. The aforementioned exceptions include areas which 
provide unique recreational settings, for example, Pelican Island (Unit # 307). 
This area provides viewing (V) of white pelicans in a Roaded Natural (RN) 
setting which is rare and unique to the entire region. Front Range residents 
are the primary users of this area. Due to the limited amount of this 
opportunity it is of high value to wildlife viewers. Other units which provide 
such exceptions for specific activity and/or opportunities on public lands are: 
Units 301, 302, 304, 306, 308, 309, 313, 315, and 502 which provide public beach 
and boating activities. Units 808-812 offer unique historical viewing. Units 
701 and 813 offer cross country skiing which is limited in opportunity settings 
on public land in the area. Those lands in Zone 5 which lie adjacent to Forest 
Service lands provide public access to the US Forest Service trail system. For 
a 11y)re detailed description of these areas see Table 111-3. 

'Ihere is minimal ORV use in the resource area except for occassional use in 
Units 5-9. Most BTM lands are of limited ORV desireability due to any or all of 
the following conditions: steep, rocky and otherwise limiting terrain, too flat 
and unappealing topography, lack of legal access, and too small an area for use. 

Ward Kill Unit 602, vas closed to all ORV use in April, 1980 because of resource 
damage on its steep-sided hills created by overuse of ORVs. ORV users were 
tresmssing upon adjoining private lands and the land owners requested our 
assistance. An emergency closure notice was published in the Federal Register 
on April 9, 1980. 

CULTURAL (Archaeologic and Historic) 

The resource area exhibits a broad spectrum of prehistoric (archaeolcgical) 
remains spanning a period in excess of 12,000 years. These sites include 
occupation from pre-Clovis times through the historic plains tribes and 
occasionally overlapping with ethno-history and historic archaeology. Of 
particular importance are the paloeindian locations from the plains and the 
archaic "type" sites on the front rarge near Denver. 

Only 2,)163 archaeological sites have been recorded in an area comprising almost 
one-quarter of the state. This reflects the infinitesimal amount of Class III 
inventory completed and recorded in this century. Of these sites, 2,203 remain 
unevaluated in terms of significance for the National Register of Historic 
Places. None of these sites are located on public lands. 

Areas of high potential were determined by statistical correlation of known site 
emplacement with physicgraphic variables. It must be cautioned that areas that 
are not designated high potential do not indicate an absence of archaelogical 
resources, but an absence of adequate knowledge to make a sensible prediction. 
The portions of the counties indicated within the following management sones 
have high potential. 

Zone 1: 
Zone 2: 

Zone 3: 
Zone 4: 
Zone 5: 
Zone 6: 
Zone 7: 
Zone 8: 
Zone 9: 
Zone 10: 

Albert, Eastern Arapahoe 
Western Yuma, Kit Carson, Cheyenne, Eastern Adams, 
Southwestern Washington 
All 
Northeast Ywna 
All 
Al.1 
All 
All 
All 
The area lyiq along the front range. 

Site types common to the NERA are villsges, camps, quarries, manufacturing 
sites, kill and butchering locations, and vision quests, and burials. 

The Resource Area represents one of the "richest" 
(see Table 111-44). 

regions for Colorado history 
The area was first settled by Anglo-Europeans and was home 

to the Pike's Peak Gold Rush of 1859. The bulk of Colorado's history occurs in 
the northeast quarter of the State, and IIY)st of the State's population is 
located here. Equally, the majority of major historic sites are found in this 
part of the State. (See Federal Register, Feb. 6, 1979, psges 7437-74bO). 

A description of the history of Northeastern Colorado is found in: "The New 
Bmpire of the Rockies," by Steven F. Mehls. This document is a Class I 
inventory (History) that conforms to BLM'e 8111 Manual and is a synthesis of 
existing literature about this area. Also included is an extensive Bibliography 
and a series of management appendices that catalog all existing known historic 
sites within the area. Cities and towns were excludsd from these lists because 
there are no public lands involved. 
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There are three major and two minor historic districts within the Northeast 
Resource Area that involve public lands. Georgetown-Siver Plume, located in 
Clear Creek County (Zone 8) is listed in the National Register as a National 
Historic Landmark, and contains public lands and subsurface estate within the 
boundaries. 

The Central City Historic District is located in Gilpin County (Zone 6) and is 
listed in the National Register as a historic district. There are small parcels 
of public lrrnds within the boundaries of this district. 

The North Fork Historic District is located in Jefferson and Douglas Counties 
(Zone 9) and is listed in the National ReSister. The district incLudes mixed 
public Lands. 

The SwitserLand Trail Historic District is a railroad in Boulder County (Zone 
61, snd there are some small parcels of public land located vithin the 
boundaries of the district. 

Mana(Iement Zones 5,6,7,8,9 and 10 have the maJority of National Register of 
Historic Places sites located within them. Not only does this represent the 
most sites in the Northeast Resource Area, but also within the entire State. 

The "Moffat Road," or Denver, Northwestern and Pacific Pailroad Historic 
District is located in Boulder and Grand Counties. There are a few isolated 
parcels of subsurface estate and within the old railroad right-of-way. 
Generally, the surface is national Forest or private land. Sites of lesser 
significance are noted in the Class 1 History. 

Management Zones 6,8 and 9 are in areas of high potential for historic sites and , 
districts. Two specific areas are noted as potential historic districts: Gold 
HiLL, Colorado, and Ward, Colorado (Zone 6). These zones also have public land 
where this potential could be realized. 

Msnagement Zones 5,7 and 10 should be considered of low potential because there 
are no National Register (or known eligible National Register) sites located on 
public lands in these units, and minor amounts of public land are involved. 

Management Zones 1 tbru 4 contain National Register (and eligible) sites that 
are generally within town or city limits. The only conflicts occur with sites 
located on or near subsurface estate. The Beecher Island Battleground (Yuma 
County) borders a block of subsurface estate (Zone 2). 

TABLE III-4 

Knwn Historic Sites and Public Land Potential 

Known sites [;;iiTovn;?%~<) -___-- Potential 
iFiF-------- -- Local Int, Unevaluated H M L county 

2 --_ Unknown X Arapahoe, El Paso 

18 -em Unknown x Boulder 

1 .--- Unknown X Logan 

4 --_ unknown X Weld, Yuma 

9 m-w Unknown X Boulder, Weld 

9 Gold Hill, Ward, 3 X Boulder, Gilpln 
Sunshine Canyon 

0 -- Unknown 

12 --- Unknown 

12 --- Unknown 

149 --- Unknown 

X 

X Boulder, Jefferson 

Clear Creek 

X Jefferson 

X Denver, Jarimer, 
Jefferson, El Paso, 
Douglas, Arapahoe 

* National Register of Historic Places 

PALEONtiLOCIC VALUES 

Fossils can occur in almost any of the sedimentiry rocks in the area. Several 
formations are noted for an abundance of fossils and a few are famous for 
yielding paleontologic finds of significance. 

Quaternary sediments prticularly eolian (wind-deposited) types are usually 
lacking in fossils. Alluvial sediments have yielded evidence of early man and 
Ice Age mammals, however, these finds are rare. 

Tertiary sediments are the primary source of vertebrate fossils in the area. 
The Qgallala, Arikaree, and White River formations are particularly important in 
this respect. Universities and museums have in the past opened quarries in 
these formations and collected important vertebrate fauna. 

Mesozoic sediments have been an important source of abundant invertebrate 
fossils and occasional vertebrate fossils. The Dawson, Denver, and Laramie 
formations contain coal, which, in the form of lignite, is made up entirely of 
often identifiable plant remains. Pollen in these formations provides sge dates 
in rmny areas. The Fox Hills sandstone contains fossil clams and their burrows. 
The Pierre shale is highly fossiliferous in places and important invertebrate 
species, notably armoonites, provide age dates that serve to differentiate this 
otherwise featureless and very thick formation. The Niobrara formation contains 
abundant foraminifera providing important age dates. The Dakota formation is 
noted for dinosaur footprints near Morrison, while the underlying Morrison 
formation yielded one of the first dinosaur discoveries in the West, touching 
off a feud between two famous 19th century paleontologists, E.D. Cope and D.C. 
Marsh. 

The remaining Mesozoic and Paleozoic sediments contain some invertebrate fossils 
important for age dating but none of particular significance. The Ingleside 
formation is particularly notable for its crinoidal limestone. 

The Precambrian rocks of the mountains contain no fossils, being too old and 
deformed to preserve any evidence of microscopic life. 



20 

GEOLOGIC FEATURES AND HAZARDS 

The geology of the Northeast Resource Area is dominated by two major structural 
features: the Front Range UpLift and the Denver Basin. These structures were 
created a5 a result of the Larsmide Revolution duriw the Late Cretsceous and 
Early Tertiary Periods. Erosion of the Fmnt Range after this and another 
earlier period of mountain building in the Pennsylvanian Period supplied 
continental sediments to the Dsnver Basin. Other basin sediments deposited 
under quieter tectonic condition5 are mostly of the marine shelf type. Total 
relief betucen these two structural features is a least 21,500 feet. Several 
other smaller structural feature5 are notable; among then are the Las Animss 
Arch vhich lies in the southeastern portion of the Resource Area and separates 
the Denver Basin from the Kwoton Embayment; and the Greeley Arch, which coal 
geologists cowider to be a division between the Denver Basin to the south and 
the Cheyenne Basin to the north. The Front Range is composed of igneous and 
metamorphic rocks of Precambrian age. The metamorphics are believed to be thick 
sequences of sedimentary and volcanic rocks deposited in a rapidly subsiding 
basin and then subjected to reSiona1 metamorphism. At least three distinct 
phases of granitic intrusion into this metamorphic mass occurred before the end 
of the Precambrian Era. The laramide Revolution, which uplifted the Front Range 
into its prs5ont structural configuration, seem5 to have reactivated many of the 
fault zone5 created duriw the Precambrian and emplaced a series of smrller 
scale grwitic intrusions and minor volcanic rocks. 

The Denver Basin contains sedimentary rocks of almost every psriod of geologic 
history from the Cambrian to the Holocene. The Cambrian through Mississippian 
sequence is characterized by marine sandstones, dolomites, and limestones. 
Upiift of the ancestral Rocky Mountains during the Pennsylvanian Period 
contributed a continental conglomerate, sandstone, and shale sequence to the 
west side of the Denver Emsin while the east side continued deposition of marine 
lime5tonea and shales. From the Permian Period through the Jurassic Period, as 
the ancestral Rockies eroded away and drier conditions prevailed, a sequence of 
sandstones, siltstones, limestones and svaporites (i.e., gypsum, anhydrite, and 
salt) MS deposited. More normal marine and transitional conditions returned 
from the Late Jurassic through the Late Cretaceous resulting in a sequence of 
sandstone, shale and some lfm?stone. During the Late Cretacsous Period, the 
Laramide Revolution began to influence depositional activity in the Denver 
Basin. The uplifting of the Front Range sharply bent the sedimentary rocks at 
its edge a5 those on the crest were carried upward. The inland sea drained 
away as the entire area was upLifted. Debris eroding from the Front Range was 
deposited as Late Cretaceous and Early Tertiary conglomerates, sandstones, and 
shales with soft coal beds forming in the rapidly subsiding Denver Basin. 
Following tectonic quiescence, a series of regional uplifts of the area resulted 
in the deposition of vast sheets of alluvial material cross the Denver Banin 
during the late Tertiary. As the erosional regime that now characterizes the 
Resource Area took over in the Quaternary Period, these sediments and the 
canyons of the Front Range were carved into the forms that they are today. 
Alpine glaciers also affected some of the stream valleys in the vestermost 
portion of the Resource Area by deepening and widening them during their growth 
and later deposition of the drift wterial within them as they melted. 

A gaolcgic feature is defined as an unusual or outstandi% landfonn created by 
procesves of erosion on various geologic terrains. Examples include badlands, 
hogbacks, flatirons, mesas, buttes, canyons, cliffs, bluffs and spires. 

For the purpo5es of this planniryJ document, geologic features will be considered 
to occur in three broad geolwiic terranes that the Resource Area encompasses: 
plains, foothills and mountains. The plains are defined as the geologic terrane 
that is characterized by horizontal or nearly flat lying sedimentary rocks. 
Badlands, mesao, buttes, shallow canyon5 and bluffs are geologic features that 
commonly occur here. The foothills is the area up to 10 miles wide which forms 
the boundary between the plains and mountains. Here the sedimentary rocks have 
been tilted up towards the west and involved in soms folding and faulting. 
These beds range in attitude from nearly horizontal to overturned. Some of the 
classic features of American geology, such as the hogbacks and flatirons, occur 
here. The mountains are those areas west of the foothills where very hard rocks 
of Precambrian age form the core of the Rocky Mountains. Features in this 
trrrdne include canyons, cliffs and spires. 

Feature5 of note in the Resource Area include Fremont Butte, Pawnee Buttes/Chalk 
Bluffs, Clear Creek, Boulder Creek and Uaterton Canyons, and Cathedral Spires. 

A geologic hazard is defined by Colorado Rouse Bill 1041 as “a geologic 
phenomenon which is so adverse to plst, current, or foreseeable construction or 
land use as to constitute a significant hazard to public health and safety or to 
property." 

1nc:ude.i a5 hazards in the definition are avalances, landslides, rockfalls, 
mudflows, and debris flows, unstable or potentially unstable slopes, seismic 
effects, radioactivity, ground s~ubaidence, and expansive soil or rock. 

Ground subsidence over abandoned underground coal mines is A problem in certain 
areas. Expansive fbentonitef soil occurs over wide area5 and constitutes a 
major problem where permanent structures are involved. The remainder of the 
named geologic hazards occurs in various places in the foothills and mountain 
regions. 

LOCATABLE MINERALS 

Mineral re5ources considered subject to location under the General Mining Lav of 
1872, as amended, include but are not limited to gold, silver, copper, lead, 
zinc, tungsten, molybdenum, and uranium. The vast mqjority of these mineral5 
have been produced in an area called the Colorado Mineral Belt, which runs 
(within the Northeast Resource Area) from Boulder in the northeast to Silver 
Plume towards the southwest. Mineralization within this belt is a product of 
Iaramide (Tertiary) porphyritic intrusions, the emplacement of vhich appears to 
be controlled by deep, northeast-trending, Pre-Cambrian shear 2ones. Most of 
the veins in the Northeast Resource Area portion of the belt are of early to 
middle Tertiary age and were intrudsd into Precambrian host rocks. These veins 
are generally small but high-grade, 1 to 3 feet tide, trend northeast and are 
comonly zoned from quartz-pyrite-gold and/or silver to pyrite-lead-zinc 
outwards. Location and patenting of mining claims on these base and precious 
metal veins accounts for the complex land pattern which the BLM mansges along 
the Front Range. 

SALABLE MINERALS 

Mineral5 considered to be salable under the Material Sale Act of 1947 occur 
widely throughout the Northeast Resource Area. Included in this category are 
such mineral5 a5 asnd, gravel, clay, stone and other "common varieties." 

Sand and gravel occur in various geologic units. Floodplains and terraces of 
most streams in the Resource Area contain usable deposits. Unconsolidated 
sandstone and conglomerate units of Tertiary Age are widespread and may contain 
useful deposits. Large areas of stabilized dune sand exist on the eastern 
plains which ia suitable for certain uses. Quarry aggregate (stone suitable for 
crushing to gravel size) is found throughout the mountain and foothills area and 
much high quality material occurs near the major conw.aning centers of 
population. Some of this rock is also suitable for dimension stone. 

Clay occurs in several types and is also widely distributed. Bentonite, fullers 
earth, co-n clay and shale, pottery clays and refractary clay are among those 
known in the Northeast Resource Area. 

Stratiform deposits of uranium occur in areas in and around the Pawnee National 
Grasslands and other areas on the plains. Nonmstallic locatable minerals are 
not videspread, and occur mostly within the Foothills region of the Northeast 
Resource Area. 

LEASEABLE MINERALS (Coal, Oil, and Gas) 

Mineral re5ources of importance within the Resource Area considered leasable 
under the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920, a5 amended, are oil and gas, and coal. 

Oil and gas has been by far the most important economic mineral in the Rortheast 
Resource Area. Most production has been from sandatones of the Dakota Group of 
Early Cretaceous Age. The Dakota was deposited in a transitional environment 
during transgress&e episodes which resulted in deltaic sedimentation from the 
northeast. The Dakota, primarily the "D" and "J" sands of this group, is 
generally productive where the sedimsntation took place in a marine environment. 
Little or no production has been discovered where the environment of deposition 
vas predominantly continental. Commercial quantities of oil and gas have been 
discovered in other sedimentary rock5 of the Denver Basin. Sandstone members in 
the Uppsr Cretaceous Pierre Shale have produced hydrocarbons in the 
Roulder-Larimer-Weld Counties Area. The Upper Cretaceous Nlobrara formation 
consistine of limestone and nrrrl has yielded natural gas production in the 
eastern portion of the Resource Area, primarily in Ywm County where the proper 
structures and fracturing exist. The Code11 sandstone, also of Upper Cretaceous 
Age, has recently been discovered to be a possible commercial hydrocarbon 
reservoir. Also productive is the Lyons sandstone of Permian Age. Known oil 
and gas occurrences in this formation are currently limited to larimer and Weld 
Counties. Limestones of Pennsylvanian and Mississippian Age are productive 
along the Las Animas Arch in Kit Carson and Cheyenne Counties, and further 
Paleozoic production is beiw discovered in the remainder of the Denver Basin as 
more drill holes have penetrated these deeper formRtlon5. 
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USE AUTHORIZATION 

There are many types of use authorisations. They are presently reviewed when 
application is received for possible permiting. 

. 

The Las Animas Arch is the major structure within the Denver Basin that has 
proven productive. Other large anticlines exist alone or near the foothills, 
primarily in Boulder and Larimer Counties. Other localized structures occur 
throughout the basin but not all of these contain oil and gas. Most of the oil 
and gas in the Denver Basin occurs in stratigraphic, rather than structural, 
traps. In a few fields fracturix and faulting provide both reservoirs end 
structures for oil and gas accumulation. 

Coal occurs in the Denver Basin in two formations, the Upper Cretaceous Laramie 
Fornmtion and the Paleocene Denver Fonmtion. Laramie Fornmtion coal is 
generally subbituminous to lignite in rank, and commercial deposits exist in El 
Paso, Elbert, Boulder and Weld Counties, with the latter two accounting for 94% 
of the past coal production in the Resource Area. Adams, Arapahoe, Douglas, 
Jefferson, and Larimer Counties have also produced Laramie coal. Only one coal 
mine is currently being operated in the Denver Basin, the Keenesburg strip on 
private land in Weld County. Denver Formation coal is lignite in rank and 
generally of lower quality than Laramie coal. Commercial deposits exist in 
Adams, Arapahoe, and Elbert Counties. Very little of this coal has been mined 
to date. All commercially valuable deposits currently identified are minable by 
surface methods. 

AIR QUALITY 

The Northeast Resource Area is comprised of parts or all of Air Quality Control 
Regions 1 through 5 of the State of Colorado. An area that consistently fails 
to meet the National Ambient Air Quality Standards due to controllable sources 
is designated as a nonattainment area. The towns of Greeley and Fort Collins in 
Region 2 are nonattainment areas for carbon monoxide and total suspended 
particulates. The counties of Boulder, western Adams and Arapahoe, Denver, 
Jefferson, and Douglas in Region 3 are nonattainment areas for ozone and carbon 
monoxide. The Denver urban area is also a nonattainment area for total 
suspended particulatea. The city of Colorado Springs is a nonattainment area 
for total suspended particulates. With the exception of the cities of Grand 
Junction and Pueblo, all of Colorado's nonattainment areas are within the 
Northeast Resource Area. Rocky Mountain National Park is the only designated 
Class I area in the Northeast Resource Area. Several wilderness areas, also 
located on the west edge of the area, are sensitive to air quality degredation. 
Allowable degradation of air quality in Class I areas is much less than in Class 
II which the remainder of the Resource Area is designated. Seventeen 
imnagement units are located in nonattainment areas for ozone and carbon 
monoxide : 513.514,601 through 606,701,702.803,806,906, and 908 through 911. 
&nagement Unit 1003 is in a nonattainment area for carbon monoxide and total 
suspended particulates. 

The air movement in mountainous areas and foothills to the east of the 
Continental Divide are typified by mountain-valley wind flows. Because of 
particular dispersion and transport characteristics, the narrow strip along the 
foothills of the Rockies is of special interest. 

The northern portion of the Front Range Basin is characterized by high mountains 
in the west (including the eastern portion of Rocky Mountain National Park), 
steep foothill canyons (e.g., Thompson, Boulder, and Cache la Poudref, and 
relatively flat terrain east of the foothills. Because drainsge flow is 
generally toward the east and is reinforced by the large-scale wind flows, the 
mountain-valley drainege and downslope winds may be especially strong in some of 
these foothill valleys. In valleys and canyons where cold air--drainage is 
likely but the flow is somewhat restricted by topographical constrictions, 
dispersion may be poor. Because so few mountain meteorological observation 
sites exist, it is difficult to describe adequately the individual valley and 
mountain air movements. 

The potential for air stagnation and very poor dispersion is high along the 
foothills between Fort Collins and Denver. Inversions are frequent along the 
front range as a result of radiational cooling, cold air "capping", and 
subsidence in the lee of the mountains. Dense population and industrial 
emission sources in this area nake it subject to high ambient pollutant 
concentrations. Durily! periods of strong sunshine (insolation) Denver often has 
high ozone concentrations. In addition to the potential for poor dispersion, 
the valley drainage flow of air generally ventilates the front rarge during part 
of the day, but may actually recirculate some of the same pollutmts back into 
the area when the winds shift. Dispersion and transport improve significantly 
during significant large-scale weather movements and chinook wind conditions. 

Colorado Springs is characterized by a general north and south wind pattern and 
may be subject to poor dispersion conditions similar to those in Denver. 
Colorado Springs winds are influenced heavily by the mountains due west of the 
city, including Pike's Peak, which channels winds around the city. 

Air basins on the plains are much harder to classify in terms of actual air 
drainage because the land is relatively flat and devoid of significant 
topographical features. Nevertheless, similarities in dispersion potential do 
define the south Platte Basin in the northeast part of Colorado (from the plains 
just east of the front range to the Kansas border). Wind flow is dominated by 
the prevailing winds (little topographic influence) and large-scale weather 
disturbances (such as strong summer convective activity). In the presence of a 
stagnating high-pressure system, surface inversions may form at night and break 
up quickly the fol:owing morning. Overall dispersion and transport are very 
good for the area. 

Major industrial source* of pollutants include power plants, chemical 
refineries, construction materials manufacturers, breweries and container 
manufacturers. More numerous (but disperse) industrial sources include general 
heating/cooling, materials storsge and transportation. Residential sources are 
also significant; primarily horns heating/cooling and transportation. There are 
major natural sources of total suspended particulates (typically wind blown 
dust) but most gaseous pollutants are man caused. 

ROADS AND TRAILS 

There are no BLM roads maintained on a regularly scheduled basis in the area. 
County roads are the most common although state and federal highways do cross 
BLM administered lands. There are also many private roads and trails, some 
crossing public land are within rights of lay while others are not. 

PESTS 

Rst control is a facet of the forestry prqram. Pests have had major impacts 
on the forest resources in the Resource Area. These include the mountain pine 
beetle predominately in Management Zones 6 and 7; the western spruce budworm in 
Management Zones 6,7 and 8; and dwarf mistletoe which is in Zones 5-P. 

PUBLIC INFORMATION 

Public inforkmtion is provided as needed whenever identified. Brochures, wps , 
signs, and personal contacts are used as appropriate. 

UNAUTHORIZED USE 

mere is a large amount of identified unauthorized use (occupancy, roads, 
mineral, timber, etc) and probably mariy unidentified uses. Crises are procrrised 
as funding is received and the uses rectified. 

ECONOMICS 

This section is divided into two parts. First, an overviev of the resource 
areas population, income and employment is presented. The results are portrayed 
on a county basis because data could not be collected by management zones. 
Second, the contribution of BLM administered lands and fesodrces to the various 
management actions economy is presented. There is little economic dependence on 
BLM administered lands, but differing managing techniques will impact some 
proportion of the population. 

Population, Income, and Employment 

Table III-5 portrays the varying population growth within the resource area. The 
front range population has grown rapidly in terms of both absolute numbers and 
percentsge change. Similarly, continued growth at a fast pace has been 
projected by the Colorado State Demography Section. In contrast, the eastern 
portion of the state shows little growth and in some counties an absolute 
decline. The dividing line between these areas has been progressively moving 
east. Suburbs have moved into what was farmland in many areas near the urban 
front range. "Bedroom communities“, which serve as residences bnt not 
workplaces have spread east of Denver and southeast to Castle Rock and 
Elizabeth. 

Table XII-5 
Population Estimates by County* 

County 

Adams 
Arapahoe 
Boulder 
Cheyenne 
Clear Creek 
Denver 
DOUghS 

Elbert 
El Paso 
Gilpin 
.Jefferson 
Kit Carson 
Larimer 
Lincoln 
Logan 
Wrgan 
PhilLips 
Sedgwick 
Washington 
Weld 
Yuma 

1970 1980 -- --- 

L55'189 245944 
162142 293621 
m88g 13(9625 

2396 2153 
4019 7303 

514678 k31396 
8407 25153 
3903 6850 

235912 309424 
1272 2441 

235368 371741 
7530 7599 

sp900 i49184 
4836 4663 

:aa52 19000 
PO105 22513 

4131 4542 
3405 3266 
5550 5304 

39297 123438 
8544 9682 

1985 1990 --- _-_.. 

278900 321500 
346400 394700 
2%1600 253'300 

2300 2300 
7200 7230 

500100 516300 
48800 74000 

7800 8500 
338700 378300 

2700 2800 
433500 48~300 

8300 ago0 
lalaoo 214700 

5300 5200 
20300 20600 
22800 23300 

5200 5600 
3200 3100 
5500 5500 

151000 174300 
10400 : 1200 

2000 .-. 

406503 
497700 
316600 

2400 
7800 

549000 
124100 

9900 
457600 

3000 
612700 

10400 
280200 

5200 
22000 
26800 

5700 
2100 
5600 

220700 
12600 

* Colorado State Department of Local Affairs, Demography Section. 

The ma,)ority of spulation growth within the NERA front range can be attributed 
to immigration. Population of the front range constitutes 72 % of that in the 
state (front range is considered the counties of: Iarimer, Boulder, Denver, 
Adams, Arapahoe, Jefferson, Clear Creek, GiLpin, Douglas, EL Paso). This is an 
increase from 71 % in 1970. In contrast the eastern plains in the NERA 
constitutes 7 % of that in the state, which is the sane as it VAS in 1970 
(actually if Weld County is excluded the psrcentaga of the state decreases over 
time). 

Employment and income data for the respective counties is found on TahLe KII-6. 
The following general areas are evident. First, that the counties to the east 
of the front range are primarily agricuLtura1 and ranching. In addition, many 
of the communities serve LIS stops along major highways. Therefore, Lodging and 
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service expenditure5 are higher than what would be expected for many rural 
areas. Second, the sales and employment date for Clear Creek and Gilpin 
counties indicate that much of their economies are tourist based. The 
mountainous terrain, places of historical significance, and proximity to larger 
urban area* account for a significant quantity of tourists each year. Third, 
western El Paso county has rapidly expanded employment. This are* baa four 
military installations which provided a large employment boost. Additionally 
the expansion of an industrial base (primarily high technology) and tourism to 
the areas attractions has led to rapid growth. Fourth, Larimer, Weld, and 
Boulder counties have college influences in the larger cities, whose influence 
has induced expansion and growth of several industries. The former two counties 
combine this with a large agricultural base. Fifth, the Denver area and its 
suburbs which includes Jefferson, Adams, Araplhoe, Douglas, and Denver counties 
has as expected a large retail base. In addition, it is characterized by the 
growth of industry, the regional headquarters of many companies, and a large 
quantity of tourists. 

TABLE 111-6 

Planning Region Wages by Sector ($lOOO)* 

Sector 1 2 3 4 .- _-__. -_ ._ 

Federal Government 1474 8976 196848 499 
State Government 9669 62799 418264 3294 

Ag., Forestry & Fish 1776 3158 
Mining 2631 2193 
Construction 2874 22446 
Manufacturing 6161 82653 
Trans & Utilities 4581 13017 
Wholesale Trade 5595 log46 
Retail Trade 7357 31603 
Fin Ins k Re 2484 12873 
Services 6089 25502 

Region Total 50664 276166 3291016 

Planning Region Employment by Sector 4t 

Federal Government 352 1849 39875 
State Government 3976 20126 119667 

Ag., Forestry & Fish 555 1299 
Mining 583 484 
Construction 895 6417 
bnufacturing 1807 20085 
Trans and Utilities 1227 3325 
Wholesale Trade 1807 3135 
Retail Trade 4140 16804 
Fin Ins & Re 858 3968 
Service5 3292 11090 

Region Total 19042 88582 873822 4554 

12074 
115506 
221g68 
610297 
277789 

%2 
224718 
596222 

5012 
15487 ‘m’f8 

l:Eg 
58596 

154837 
58686 

176952 

287 
44 

233 
701 
758 

1379 
1443 
453 

1125 

10216 

143 
1529 

118 
9 

101 
223 
218 
529 
go3 

ii2 

Source: Colorado State Department of Labor and Employment 
l Data for jobs covered by unemployment insurance, 1st Quarter 1980. 

Planning Regions are defined a5 follows. 1) Logan, Morgan, Phillips, Sedgwick, 
Washington, Yuma. 2) Larimer, Weld. 3) Adam, Arapahoe, Boulder, Cler Creek, 
Denver, Douglas, El Paso, Gilpin, Jefferson, 4) Cheyenne, Elbert, Kit Careon, 
Lincoln. 

Per capita income differs significantly throughout the region as indicated on 
Table 1X-7. The inetropolitian region shows a higher per capita than the 
surrounding rural area. This is to some extent related to sectoral employment 
differences, but care should be taken in interpreting the results since the cost 
of living is lower for housing and some other goods in nmny rural ccmmunities. 

AREA _~-____I__ 

US 
Color5do 
Adams 
Arapahoe 
Boulder 
Cheyenne 
Clear Creek 
Denver 
Douglas 
Elbert 
El Paso 
Gilpin 
Jefferson 
Kit Carson 
Lerimer 
Lincoln 
Loe*n 
Morgan 
Phillip 
Sedgwick 
Wshington 
Weld 
YW&S 

Table III-7 

Per Capita Income 

1969 1977 

3119 
3106 
2877 
3814 
3384 
2305 
3226 
3534 
3276 
2333 
2920 
2830 
3675 
2692 
2865 
2385 
2528 
2377 
2706 
3028 
2427 
2616 
2393 

5701 

:::!I 
4085 
6589 
7093 
6&7 
4480 
5240 
5287 

:$?I 
5574 
4320 
5124 
4644 
5868 
56% 
4459 
5081 
4477 

Source: US Depertment of Commerce, Population Estismtes end Projections 1977. 

Unemployment data indicate5 that the rural communities have had a eonsistantly 
lower rate, resulti& primarily frcm outmigration and a consistant agricultural 
base. However, recent data indicates that this pattern msy be changing. While 
unemployment rates in the rural areas usually are less than those in the 
metropolitain areas, (all are considerably higher than past history as a result 
of the recession) the gap is shrinking. Part of the explanation lies in the 
primary focus being agricultural. The severity of the recession on agricultural 
goods, supporting products and agricultural communities has caused a rapid rise 
in unemployment. 

AdEmS 
Arapahoe 
Boulder 
Clear Creek 
Denver 
Douglas 
Gilpin 
Jefferson 

Elbert 
Kit Carson 
Larimer 
Lincoln 
Logan 
bkwgan 
Phillips 
Sedgwick 

H 1970 1975 1980 1983 (April) 

Colorado State 3.5 f31108f 5.2 (60987) 3.5 (50729) 8.6 (139294) 
Co -5 91sA 3.7 (2752) 6.9 (706’;) 4.1 (5420) 8.1 (118551 

El Paso 8.1 (11474) 
Denver-Boulder IMA 3.2 (16867) 5.2 (35433) 3.2 (27562) 7.1 (68887) 

9.1 (13581) 
6.0 (10364) 
6.8 (7651) 

14.5 (684) 
;*: py2’ 

9:2 (137) 
6.8 (14879) 

5.6 (119) 3.2 (72) a.1 (269) 
2.0 (78) 1.8 (66) 4.4 (166) 

1 4.1 (2319) 3.2 (2541 1 
3.2 (74) 3.2 (78) 

7.; y;’ 

2.9 (250) 2.5 (241) 7:3 (748) 
3.6 (451) 
1.8 (34) 

1i.G ((;gH 

2.2 6:5 (93) 
Washington 3.0 (76) 2.2 (54) 

(27) 
1.3 (31) 7.5 (179) 

Weld 4.0 (2159) 
YUma 

:.; ;,l;9 
. 1.3 (58) 

:.; {$;“I 
. 

;.; pm;’ 
. 

Parenthesis are total unemployed. 
SOURCE: Colorado State Division of Employment, Research and Analysis. 

Local Revenues and Infrastructure 

2.3 143) 
2.0 (67) 
3.1 11169 
2.5 (54) 
3.4 (276) 
2.8 (244) 
2.1 (40) 
3.7 !65) 

Table 111-8 

Unemployment Rate's 

BLM mansgement has not significantly influenced local revenue and infrastructure 
in the resource area. The mDst important aspect is the distribution of oil and 
gas royalties and Payments in Lieu of Taxes (PILT) payments. However, local and 
district revenues (and to a lesser extent county revenues) are obtained 
primarily from local sources (eg. property tax). 

Local infrastructure and revenue conditions will be depicted for any proposed 
large project at that time. This approach is taken for the following reasons: 
1) The resource area and the potential mining sites are too la-e to analyze 
cost effectively, and 2) Industry has indicated little interest in large scale 
mining within ten years (except for Preference Right Lease Applications which 
were examined in a separate environmental dccument. 

Resource Contributions 

Fuelwood: Increased use of fuelwood along the front range is expected. Fuelwood 
consumption should grow for the following reasons: Rapid population increase; 
the abundance of fireplaces in new dwellirgs; the rising cost of energy; and the 
popularity of gathering Puelwood. Prices of fuelwood are expected to rise as 
areas close to the cities get picked over. Estimate5 are that 70% of all 
fuelwood cut in Colorado is utilieed in the Denver metropolitan area. 

The value to local communities can be estimated by the price of substitute 
energy or by the sale price of the cords times the regional multiplier. The 
former method estimate5 an annual value of $5600 assuming wood is used in 
fireplaces. To the extent that heating is achieved by wood stoves this ftgure 
is understated. The latter method derives an annual value of $12800. However, 
since most wood purchases are for personal use multiplier effect5 are overstated 
by this method. It is evident that the BLM firewood program &es not 
significantly affect the local economics. 

Values to consumers (national values) reflected by the value of the wood minus 
the cost5 of obtaining it are estinmted at $20 to $32 per cord. The total value 
from public land using past harvest rates and projecting them forward would be 
from $54,237 to $86,780 discounted at 7 S/8% in perpetuity. 

Wildlife: Local expenditures by direct wildlife user5 (hunters, fisherman and 
trappers) comprise an important portion of incaee to nrrny Coloradoans. Direct 
spending in Colorado was over $1,000,000,000 (1 billion dollars) in 1980 for 
variable and fixed expenses to hunt. Additionally, non-consirmptive values and 
expenditures for wildlife probably exceed those of the direct u5ers. Many 
tourists and Coloradoans take trips with the expressed purpose of viewing 
wildlife. Further evidence of the nonconaumptive value of wildlife in twofold. 
First, the Colorado state inccme tax form provide5 for donation5 for non-game 
wildlife programa. A total of $692,000 was contributed by 123,394 people in 
1982. Second, a study of the value of increased bighorn sheep herds in Wycming 
indicates that the total non-consumptive value will be greater than the 
consumptive value to the direct user. 

Table III-9 
Estimated Variable Expenditures by those hunting in Rortheast Colorado 

RJZIOB 

1 2 3 5 

Antelope 
$;;;;;- $41561- $6008- 

54257 7844 “%- 

Deer “2.w&- mm%; $m; .m;;;2” 

Elk 0 '$;82;1"- $217885- 0 
253297 

Region l= Logan, Morgan, Phillips, Sedgwick, 
Washington and Yums Counties. 

2~ Larimer and Weld Counties. 

3= Adems. Arapahoe, Boulder, Clear Creek, 
Denver, Douglas, Gilpin and Jefferson 
Counties. 

5= Cheyenne, Albert, Kit Carson, and 
Lincoln Counties, 
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Data limitations prevent the derivation of expenditures for wildlife in the 
Northeast Resource Arm for non-consumptive wildlife uses. Therefore, the 
following analysis is only applicsble to hunter expenditures. A DOW study 
conducted in 1981 estimates total hunter expenditures by region. Regression 
8r&ysis ~8s used to e&irate what mrtion of these expenditures could be 
attributed to people hunting in that region 8s opposed to those le8viw from or 
pcissi~g through the region. Table III-9 depicts the resu1ts for 1980 using state 
average expenditures per hunter in the are8 hunted. 

Individual Animal Values l 

Averaee Marginal - 
Antelope $1 I 

Deer g2 
Elk $2 $121 

1. Marginal value could not be estiimted accurately since success rates are high 
due to permit limitations. 

In addition, fishing and small game hunting add significant amounts to local 
economics. The proportions cannot be determined for these activities due to 
lack of complete data. In the resource area these expenditures, espcially for 
fishing are expected to exceed those for Big game. All these expenditures 
cannot be attributed to wildlife from public lands which constitute 8 sm811 
portion of the total. 

* Estimated from data obtained from a study by John McKean for DOW. 

Range: Currently, the BLM contributes very little to the ranching and farming 
industry. Table III-10 and III-11 depict the importance of ranching in the 
respective management zones and the significance of BIJJ allotments to ranching. 

The value of wildlife to ttk? hunter is 8 different issue than that of local 
expenditures. The value is that received by the hunter or viewer over and above 
his expenditures. This concept (consumer surplus) represents the national 
benefit (net gains) from wildlife. 

In 8 large region, vildlife determines whether a hunter has the opportunity to 
hunt at all, whereas for incremental herd charges (eg. the additian of five 
deer) it determines the quslity of the hunt. The aversge value (regional) and 
mwginal value (one added anixal) by specie are: 

The minimal contribution of BIM in terns of lowal. business sales, regiona. 
income and nrm-days of labor is depicted on Table III-11. In addition, the 
annual national value (defined as the price minus costs of production) of an ACM 
is estimated using average lease rates 8s the minimum value and estimates fro8 a 
ranch budget study (McKean, et. al.) as the maximum value. The actual value is 
expected to be closer to the maximum since an operator benefits by sore than a 
lease rate or he wouldn't be expected to lease. 

TABLE III-10 
Trends in Cattle Ranching in the NSRA 

Mansgement 
Unit 

Raployment Total cattle $ BLM Comments on ranch industry trends 
(% of total) charges since, Cattle Since 1975 
from ranching 1975 ($1 
and farming 

1 l$ i AlX+XX- 
---- -- 

-20 0 Rnployment and income has been declfnihg in 
to 26% (Elbert) absolute and relative * terms. - 

---------,------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
2 14% (Morgan) -6 <l Employment and incane has been decli'niog in 

to 341 absolute and relative * terms. 
(Sedgwick) 

------------------------------------------------------------------------,---,---r---r-~-------------u---- 
3 * brimer) -9 <l Income hasbeen declining in sbsolute and'. 

to 34s relative terms. Employement has been 
(Sedgwick) decliniog in relative terms. 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------~----*~-.. 
4 1% (Boulder) -4 <l Employment and income hss been decliniw in 

to 26% (Rlbert) absolute and relative temns. 
I---------------------I-------------------------------------------'"-----------------------'-------"------ 

5 1% (Boulder) -20 <l Employment and income has been declining in 
td 5% (Larimer) absolute and relative terms. 

6 -G -61 (1 tiployment has been declining in absolute 
and relative terms. Income has increased 
in absolute terms but declined in relative. 

,,,"-----,,,--,-,---,----,-,--,,---------,,,------------------"r------I-------T-------------;---r-------- 
7 a NA 0 

-"----"------"""---""-"---""-"---"-----"""----"-"----"----------------"L"-------""-~--C--------~"" 
8 Cl% NA (10 

--------------------------------L--------------------------T-L-----------l--------------̂ -------C---L-- 

9 4% -13 (1 hployment has been declining in absolute 
and relative terms. Income has increased 
absolutely but declined relatively. 

----------̂ ----_--------_---_____________i______------------------------------------------------------------ 
'10 <l% -11 <l Employment decreases, but income is 

increasing in absolute terms.. 
-----_----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------~------------ 

l relative mean* percentage of total incane z employment 

NA = not availible 

TABLE III-11 
Contribution of BU4 Grazing Program to the Local Economy 

Region81 Income 

t@nt Unit Business Sales 
Per Ranch Payment Regional 
To Labor t43n Days 

National Value 
(Lease Rate) 

National Value 
(Ranch Budget) 

1 0 0' 0 0 0 
_____-__-_------____----------__-__________________________-_____-____-__________________---___-__-__--_____ 

2 $26,581.80 $g,o84.6o 260.4 $3.845.68 '. ' W&5.04 
-------------------5---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

3 $ 1,835.41 $ 627.27 17.98 $ 263.03 $ 590.15 
-"_"_---__"--------I___I-___--____ -̂---_-----_____"___-__----___----_-------------------------------- 

5 $ 118.35 $4,044&l 115.94 $1,696.09 $3,837.24 
---___-----_---------------_--------------------"------""""----"-~------""I----""""----"_---"-"-----""""---"- 

6' 0 0 0 0 0 
~,___,~~~~,--__~-----__,----,--------,,,~~~---___,--___---__~---~~~,------------,-----,---------,,,- 

7 0 0 0 0 0 
____--I__------_------_-----------------_-------___--____-----_----_------_I-------------------c- 

8 $13,290.90 $4,454.10 130.20 $2,086.10 $4,273.50 
__________-___-_---_-_____1"__---__---̂ -------___-------------------------------------------------- ------- 

9 $ 2,533.60 $ 865.20 24.8 $3,628.00 $ 814.Ob. 
""""____""_"~-__""~__~~~"~~~~___"~-"-_~~~~__"-~__"__"______________I_________-_-~-_~~~~~_"~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

10 $ 63.29 $ 21.63 .62 $ 9.07 $ 20.36 
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The 40,030 public land acres and 615,000 subsurface estate acres are scattered 
across the whole Resource Area. Individual tract5 of continuous ownership 
range in size from tenths of an acre to the largest of 3076 acres. It 
requires a substantial amount of time and money to properly manage and inspect 
the hundreds of tracts, located up to 170 air miles from Denver and the BLM 
office although the maJority of the public land is within 50 miles. The pcit 
annual expenditures for management of the Rortheaat Resource Area raange frce~ 
$225,000 to $300,000. This includes office space, travel co5t.5, general 
procurement, project nmintenance, and personel costs associated vith managing 
all of the above acres. 

socIoLooY 

A qualitative study conducted in the RMP study area during the summer of 1982 
is the basis for this section. The maJor drawback to this study is its 
limited sample size relative to the total population of the region. However, 
a sample was drawn from interest group5 who tend to be consistent user5 of 
public lands. Therefore, although the study is not a randan or representative 
sample of the entire population within the study area, it do55 reflect the 
concerns and opinions of the types of people who most often use public lands. 

The present social environments of the region cannot be understood without 
consideration of its history, geography, topography, and location within the 
study area. There are three different areas for vhich data was collected. 

The Eastern Plain Area consists of the ten eastern moat counties plus portions 
of Weld, Adams and Arapahoe Counties. Farmlw and oil and gas developsant are 
Its giin economic bases. Tbis area is mostly rural in nature with each county 
having only a few incorporated towna. In the eastern portions of Ada55 and 
Arapahoe Counties, several subdivision5 have been established which provide 
housing for Denver metropolitan area employees. 

The Metropolitan Area ie made up of the Denver, Fort Colllns and Colorsdo 
Springs urban areas. Each of these metropolises is econcmically diversified. 
The Fort Collins arca ha8 a large university population vhich heavily 
influence5 the character of the city whereas Colorado Springs' economy and 
social stratification is significantly affected and determined by the 
substantial military populace present. Both Fort Collins and Colorado Springs 
also Serve as trade center5 for a large rural, sgricultursl population. The 
Denver area is so large, it Is not predauinantly characterized by any one 
group. MBJor economic bases include light and heavy industry, energy 
developent, government and academia. 

The Front Range Area consists of the two vastern most counties, Clear Creek 
and Gilpin, as well as the western portions of Iarimer, Boulder and Jefferson 
counties. Tourism, mining and ranching are Its main economic bases. 

ReaentSoctlAttitud~,Pereep~on,andConarns 

Tha following discussion is an aggregation of data gleaned fran the 1982 
qualitative study. Only information which is pertinent to the issues and 
apciflc rmnagement alternatives being analyzed in the Eortheast IMP is 
presented. 

La?ds 

Iand disposal was of primary interest to respondents. A maJority of people 
opposed extensive sales of public land. Forty-one percent of the respondents 
were opposed to all sales and an additional thirty-one percent were opposed to 
sales except in very limited quantities and under careful scrutiny. 

Those vho favored selling public lands cited economic benefit8 to individuals 
and/or the public, such as increased tax revenue on land developed for housing 
or Industrial use. These individuals also believed that greater consolidation 
of public resource5 would result in easier, lea5 costly management for the 
goverruaent . 

l'hoae individual5 opposed to land disposal voiced the belief that it is "our 
responsibility to keep the land for future gonerations“ a8 a "public tru8t". 
They also thought that good msnagcment by the Federal government should be 
supported in order to effect realistic policies that will preserve wilderness 
and vildlife habitat. The preservation of open space ya5 also viewed as an 
area of significant importance a5 a means of halting the unchecked spread of 
urban areas. 

Concerning the transfer of public lands to state administration, a amall 
minority of respondents (15%) favored extensive transfer. However. the 
mrrjority ( 57%) felt that some transfer could lead to an improvement in the 
management of certain land parcels. This group also indicated that extreme 
discretion should be used prior to all such transactions. A third group (28%) 
was strongly opposed to any such transfer of land. 

Wildlife 

Protection of wildlife habitat received universal verbal support, however, 
difference5 in interests surfaced vhen respondents were ask83 to compare 
wildlife and other land use activities. Thirty-nine percent of those 
responding resmined strong in their belief that wildlife was a first priority 
above all other uses. Hovever , almost as many respondents (33%) indicated 
that vildlife protection wls very important but that other resource uses 
should take precedence. Furthermore, tventy-nine percent thought that human 
interest5 were the only important concern and that vildllfe protection was 
merely one of many sub-issues to human needs. 

Housing development was vieved as having a serious negative effect upon 
wildlife. In fact, this factor was perceived to be a more serious and long- 
term problem than other activities such as mining, recreation, and timber 
cutting. Ronetheleas, smny of those who conmented (62%) argued that mineral 
development was devastating for vildlife, even consideri= reclamation 
efforts. Hunt& and trappirrg wL8 also mentioned a number of times as a 
potential problam for maintenance of wildlife populations. 

FInally, there was a sentiment expressed concerni% destruction of natural 
predators and the resultiw Imbalance in wildlife populations. Criticism w*s 
voiced at the prevailing oanagamant techniques. 

Timber and Fir8vood 

There was virtual unanimity among respondents as to the desirability of 8ome 
tlrrber harvesting on public lands, vhether it via5 viewed a5 an economic 
activity or as a mans of managing the forest ewironmant. Beetle and disease 
control and thinning of forests were mentioned by nearly half of the 
respondents as positive and necessary procedures that caald be accauplished by 
aelective harvesting. Hovwer , respondents expressed a concern that close 

monitoring and control of timber cuttiag on public lands was needed. Opinion 
vas divided on the subject of clearcutting, with half of the respondents in 
favor and half opposed to the use of this procedure. 

For the issue of firewood cutting, two primary concern5 were raised. A clear 
maJority of those responding (535) favored giving Individuals/families 
priority consideration when issuing permits to cut vood. However, most 
respondents opposed giviw preference to individual5 simply bscause they lived 
closest to the wodcutting area. 

In general, a fairly high degree of satisfaction vas expressed with the way 
forest8 are being managed. Specific problem5 mentioned included the practice 
of clearcutting in some areas, an insufficient supply of wood available for 
cutting, a lack of suparviaion and enforcement of regulations in woodcutting 
areas, and problems with vehicular access to woodcutting areas. 

Livestock Grazing 

Respondents who were familiar with ELM's range management program thought that 
grazing was a useful and productive activity that is consistent with the 
protection of wildlife habitat and conservation of other resources. In 
addition, they were supportive of policies that would encourage multiple usa 
with minimum impact to grazing lands. 

Recreation 

Utilization of public lands for recreational purposes included a vhole variety 
of activities. Uses mentioned moat often were: fishine (4621, hikim (35%). 
camping (26%)) aightseeiw/picnicking (24%), skiing (24%) huntinS (2321, and 
backpacking (19%). Thirty-seven percent of the respondent5 who addressed the 
issue reported that th8y preferred to have 5ome land developed such that it 
would be accessible to people of all 8ges and "athletic ability". Howwer , 
all desired tlmt the 8mJor proportfon of public land remain in a natural 
state. In fact, prevailirlg sentiment was to maintain land in it's natural 
state with minimal development alloved (49%). Significantly fewer respondent5 
(14%) favored increasing development of more recreational sites. 

Among the respondents who diaeusaed roads, twenty-four percent favored closing 
some existing roads to vehicular access in order to limit the negative 
impacts. Most respondents supported continuation of the status quo; hovever, 
nearly as many thought it would be an improvement to reopen or extend roads on 
public lands. 

ORV use is a controversial issue in the study area. Twenty-eight percent of 
those respondilg thought that off-road vehicular use was unacceptable given 
the negative impacts on other resource activities (i.e., wlldlife, forestry, 
hunting). Furthermore, thirty-seven percent stated that ORV use created a 
serious impact and should be closely monitored. However, twenty-four percent 
af the respondents believed the activity had little or no negative impact and 
eleven percent con5idered the existi& restrictions to be too severe. 
Attitude8 toward motorcycle u8e were similar to the above. Fewer people (27%) 
voiced a comern about snowmobile use than the other motorized recreation uses 
and no particular consensus was evident. 

For the most part, hiking and prindtive camping activities were perceived in a 
positive runner by most respondents. However, there vas concern expressed 
that precaution5 be taken to alleviate the negative effect8 of intense u5e of 
certain areas. Also, comern was expressed about problem5 that occur in area5 
surrounding public acce55 routes or developed campgrounds (i.e., littering, 
crowdi%, noise, trespass). 

Hunting safety was mentioned frequently a5 an area of serious concern. tiny 
respondents stated that their use of the public land was severely obstructed 
by the perceived danger from "irreaponaible" hunters. Suggestions for 
improved management included tighter supervision, changes in the hunting 
techniques allowed, stricter control5 on vehicular access, and total 
prohibition of hunting in specific areas. Of those expressing an opinion, 
fifty-five percent thought the problem uas very serious or unacceptable. 

Trespass was cited a8 a maJor problem created by recreation u5ers of public 
lands. Sunters were viewed as the major offenders, with forty-four percent of 
all respondents expressing concern about this problem. On the other hand, 
acce88 to public land for huntirp was also an issue of importance to many 
people (38%). 

The topic of vopen space" ~18 mentioned numerous times. Generally the 
practice was viewad as important given it established a buffer 8gainst the 
effects of urban sprawl. Only seven people actually opposed the concept of 
open space, primarily for economic reasons, whereas all other respondents who 
addressed this issue (53) supported open space designation of some land. 

Miner5.ls 

A majority of those interviewed expressed ambivalent feelings regarding 
mineral davelopmant. A few (4%) thought current mining regulations ware too 
restrictive and seriously interfered with exploration and development. On the 
other hand, fifteen percent opposed any mining activities on BLW administered 
land. For the vast 8mJority of respondents, however, the issue was not 50 
clear cut. Seventy-nine percent of the respondents identified both positive 
and negative consequences of mineral development. 

For the moat part, respondents viewed reclamation as an effective means of 
mitlgatitg the negative impacts of mining. Some did, however, voice concern 
that the rsgulations were not being strictly enforced. Even those who were 
confident about reclaimtion's potential, expraased concern about the actual 
effects of mining activities on air and water quality, scenic values, and 
wildlife habitat. Sever8.l people stated they serfously questioned the safety 
of the drinking water In the Clear Creek and Gold Hill/Ward area. 

Generally, oil and gas development was perceived a5 having less serious 
impacts than coal, oil shale, and locatable minerals. However, gravel mining 
was mentioned by several people a5 an issue around which considerable 
comrmnity conflict revolves. In addition, most people were opposed to private 
individuals or corporations using public resources to make a profit. Mining 
op5rators, on the other hand, thought private enterprise was an appropriate 
means of developing natural resources. The incompatibility of mining with 
other resource u5es, such as recreation or forestry, was also commonly 
mentioned by those opposed to mineral development on public lands. 

Public Information 

bring the course of the discussions, numerous people made suggestions which 
they believed vould improve the nrrnspment of public lands. First, 
respondents relayed a need for better identification of the public lands. 
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The forestry program would set back succession by removing trees. In clearcuts, 
this could be a relative long-term effect, particularly if the site does not 
naturally regenerate and artificial regeneration is required. In selection 
cuts, the overall community structure would only change slightly. gY opening 
the canopy, plants associated with earlier successional steges become 
established providing a vegetative community of more diversity and layers. This 
type of forest smnsgement also improves the health of the remaining trees by 
reducing competition. New access roads developed to remove forest products 
eliminate vegetation for the duration of the harvest, but can then be reclaimed 
in grass and provide diversity to the vegetative community. Forest fire and 
controlled burning also sets back successional stages. 

The land currently under graziw lease h8s been grazed for many years, halting 
succession at the grass-forb stsge. In some cases, there is a shrub layer of 
rabbitbrush-sandsage or other low shrub. Grazing also tends to eliminate the 
establishment of woody seedlings such 8s cottonmods in riparian areas. Heavy 
grazing can modify species composition sometimes decreasing certain desirable 
forage plants and allowi% less desirable species to increase. With improved 
grazing systems, vegetative productivity can increase on grazed areas previously 
not in good condition. 

A change in land status could ultimately result in vegetative modification. The 
disposal to private or by general sale 8llow-s for the most uncertainty regardiw 
the vegetation currently present on the tract. There are nmny possible changes, 
including conversion of rangeland to agricultural use and developent of 
residential areas in the forestlands of the Front Range. 

Wildlife habitat improvement can also modify existing vegetation. Vegetative 
manipulations such as tree planting, clearcuts, controlled burns, protection of 
wetland and riparian areas can lead to a change in existing vegetation. 

. 

Through the use of signs and the distribution of p8mphYkts and maps, the 
public's knowledge of the location and boundaries would be enhanced. Thereby, 
problems, such as trespassing on private property, could be reduced. 

The second suggestion encompassed public education programs of one kind or 
another which would encourage responsible use and protection of public lands. 
Respondents thought that increased public awareness of safety measures and 
appropriate "use" techniques (e.g., of guns, off-road vehicles) would result 
in an environment suitable and safe for the many varied users of public lands. 

Lastly, more than half of the respondents stated thst an increase in staff ras 
needed to ensure safe and balanced use of the lands. They believed that 
increased supervision of users (e.g., woodcutters, motorized and non-motorized 
recreationists) could eliminate many problems (e.g.. litteriw, trespassing, 
unauthorized use) and reduce conflicts between users. 

C-R IV 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

lT’tTRODUCTION 

This chapter analyzes the environmental, economic, and social consequences of 
implementing the alternatives presented in Chapter 2. Impact5 are assessed in a 
general manner, because specific on-the-ground projects are not identified. 
Impacts under each resource are canpared by alternatiw to emphasize the 
differences between alternatives. A comparative summsry of these differences is 
presented in Chapter 2 and a cumulative assessment is found at the end of this 
chapter. 

The tables in this ckapter show the impacts upon each resource by alternative. 
The categories used in the tables are defined in Chapter II. Analysis 
procedures are found in Appendix A. All tables are in acres unless otherwise 
indicated. These acres msy not be consistant across alternatives due to 
rounding off to the nearest 10 acres. 

Assumptions generally made: 

1. The United States Forest Service (USFS) smnages most resources the 
same as the BIH. 

2. The Colorado Division of Wildlife (DOW) nmnages to emphasize wildlife 
habitat. 

3. The Colorado Wrks and Recreation mansges primarily for recreational 
use. 

4. Local governments would utilize acquired lands for open space and 
recreation. 

5. Private disposal to the Irrigation companies would mean the continuance 
of the present reservoir uses. 

6. General disposal would result in sale to a private individual. The 
end or post-disposal use by these persons was projected by the 
interdisciplinary team. Some were anticipated to rennin the same 
(rangeland, recreation, etc.) while others were expected to be 
developed into residential subdivisions. 

7. Transfer or disposal would occur within 5 years and to the agency or 
individual identified. ft. should be acknowledged that provisions for 
other transfer or disposal is provided for under the land status issue 
(see Chapter II, 1. Land Status management categories and management 
philosophy of plan alternative E.). These provisions if resorted to 
could result in different (and possibly more adverse) imp8cts than 
herein documented. But, for the purposes of analysis a specific change 
in land status hsd to be assumed at this time. 

VEGEXATION 

Implets to vegetation would be primarily 1) changes in successional st8ge as a 
result of the forestry and grazing programs, or 2) removal of vegetation for 
varying lengths of time due to minerals activity and corresponding potential 
change in the vegetative camsunity as a result of reclanration or road building. 

There should be no major differences in the amount of vegetation disturbed by 
mineral development under the five alternatives. 

Oil and gas development would eliminate vegetstion from the pad site (3 acres 
maximum) for the life of the developsmnt phase. The production phase should 
allow reclawstion of most of the site, leaving less that 1 acre disturbed. 
Access roads would eliminate vegetation for at least the life of the producing 
well. They should not disturb more than an aver8ge of 1 acre per well. 

Coal surface mining would eliminate vegetation on approximately 125 acres/year 
for each mine having two draglines. Initially, vegetation will be completely 
eliminated and could begin to be reestablished in 3 to 5 years depending on the 
progress of the mine. Pievegetation would occur unless some "higher and better 
use" were to preclude reestablishment of vegetation. It would take from one to 
60+ years to reestablish the exfstirg ccmmunities which vary from cropland to 
riparian vegetation daninated by mature cottonwood trees. 

Salable mineral activity would totally remove vegetation for the life of the 
project. Some areas would probably never revegetate (high w8ll.s of rock 
quarry), while others smy be reclaimed after the project is canpleted (some sand 
and gravel operations). 

Mining of locatable minerals will eliminate vegetation at the site of the mine 
and at the tailings pile. Revegetation is very slow on these sites. Normally, 
little acreage is involved except for a millsite. Access roads are 8180 needed 
to these sites and often disturb more vegetation than the mining operation 
itself. 

The amount of vegetation disturbed by other activities will vary between 
alternatives, depending on the amount of land disposal (See Table IV-l). 

TABLE IV-1 
Estimated Acres of Vegetation Affected Per Year by Alternative 

Forestry 35 35 20 25 25 

Grazing 5n0 5430 4630 5390 5390 

Oil & Gas 6d-1 60&i 60&i 601/ 60&t 

coal 200-37&/ 200-37&f 200-37&l 200-37&j 200-37511 

Salable 40' 40* 401 408 408 

Locatable 40 40 40 40 40 

l-f BIM subsurface estate 

l 20 Public land, 20 BIM subsurface estate 

Table IV-2 shows the acres of subsurface estate that could possibly be developed 
for the various types of minerals by Management Zone 8s a function of resource 
potential. 

Table IV - 2 

Possible Total Acres of Vegetation Affected over Subsurface Estate 

Zone Locatable 

1 All Low 

2 All Low 

3 All Low 

4 

5 

6 

7 

a 

9 

10 

2040 high-mod. 

33,600 high-mod. 

3240 high-m3d. 

3810 mod. 

10,340 high-mod. 

19,540 high-mod. 

3030 mod. 

Salable 

960 high-mod. 

17,700 high-mod. 

470 high-m&. 

9980 high-mod. 

33,600 high-mod. 

3240 high 

3810 high 

10,050 high 

25,840 high-mod. 

5290 high-mod. 

Coal 

179,590 hs- 
* 

11,660 high- 
wd. 

Hone 

6740 mod. 

None 

None 

None 

None 

None 

2360 high-mod. 

Oil EL Gas* 

7180 high- 
mod. 

179,790 high- 
mod. 

4120 high- 
md. 

39,720 high- 
mod. 

15,160 mod. 

300 mod. 

All Low 

All Low 

All Low 

2030 high- 
mod. 

Total 75,600 high- 148,690 high- 200,350 high- 248,300 high- 
mod. mad. mod. mod. 

l expect each well to disturb no sore than 3 acres 

NOTE: The possibility of development is assumed and therefore is shown as a 
function of resource potential (low, moderate, high). 

LAND STATUS 

A key issue across all alternatives is the amount of land planned for disposal. 
The national interest is, at times, best served if certain tracts of land are 
disposed of, or transferred to 8 non-federal entity. The interest of the nation 
is served when the land needs of state, local and private interests are met. We 
have identified these values and outlined them as follows: 
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state: 
This includes public values where the management ability of the state is most 

efficient. The state smy emphasize the development and care of a particular 
value or be administratively in a better position to oversee the value. The 
values would not require federal management and the tract may be made available 
for state acquisition. 

Local (County or City): 
Values identified here are public values but values important to the local 

communities or counties that have the ability to most efficiently manage these 
values. They include - community growth, watershed, sanitation, open space, 
institutional, parks, and recreation. 

Private: 
Here the values identified are not public values but rather individual or 

non-public. They are isolated tracts not accessable to anyone other than one 
party and without sufficient public values to warrant the acquisition of access. 
Private values include - ownership consolidation, residential, commercial, 
industrial, ingress and egress, economic unit, and traditional use. 

General : 
These lands do not have identified state, local, or private values and yet 

the tract is of such a size, shape, or location such that management costs 
exceed the national benefits, thus the disposal of such a parcel would be in the 
national interest. The disposal of such a tract would not be directed to any 
particular segment of society but offered in general. 

The following complications enter the disposal or transfer issue. If unresolved 
an impact may occur to the detriment of the public. 

1. Lands withdrawn (non-discretionary) by an agency, may require retention. 

2. Segregated lands classifications (discretionary) or emergency withdrawals 
for a particular purpose may require retention. 

3. Entry actions (non-discretionary) where claims to land by private persons 
under lawful entry can require retention of public land pending the outcane of 
the claims. 

4. National Interest Values (discretionary) including threatened and endangered 
species, and areas of critical environmental concern may require retention In 
certain ca*es. This is the case if the values are unique or critical and would 
be lost if the lands were not retained, or would be managed inefficiently if 
disposed of. 

5. Important wildlife values on a parcel msy require limiting land sales to 
public agencies, or making a provision for the protection of these values with 
the sale. 

6. Intensively managed comnmrcial forests with a sustained timber harvest would 
be retained in federal ownership or disposed to the state forest service if 
nearby lands were smnaged similarly. 

7. Where grazing leases exist. prior to terminating a lease, 2 years advance 
notice must be given. A&v sale can be conditioned by assuring the lessee that 
the new owner recognizes and protects continued use for any unexpired tens. 

8. Public ownership could protect important watershed values, to accomplish 
water quality standards, or to safeguard floodplains from hazardcus use and 
development. 

9. Known vater sources could influence but probably not restrict land status. 
If the vater source is determined to be of great importance the lands may be 
retained in Federal ownership or disposed of only to a public agency. The 
purpose for which the urter is being used (e.g. municipal waterworks) may 
require retention of %ter rights. 

10. Those areas identified as important for open space may require retention or 
disposal to an appropriate agency to protect open space values. 

11. Visual '&ality Class I & II areas may require public ownership to protect 
scenic values. 

12. Those areas classified for recreation may require public retention. 

13. Those areas with cultural resources present should remain in public 
ownership. Federal ownership status may be required for NRHP's. Land status 
otherwise would depend on inventories. 

14. Paleontologic resources classified Ia may require public retention whereas 
other classifications require on-site evaluation. 

15. Lands classified as concern areas for geologic features and hazards need to 
have field investigations prior to determining their status. 

16. Iands with valid existing rights in the form of mining claims cannot be 
disposed of except to the claimant through mineral patent or after the claim is 
relinguished or otherwise removed. 

17. Lands deemed suitable for coal mining vi11 have mineral rights reserved. 
Surface ownership msy be retained depending on whether disposal of surface would 
substantially interfere with the development of the mineral resource. 

18. Oil and gas rights will be retained if valuable or prospectively valuable. 

19. Public roads must be protected during disposal by reviewing valid existing 
rights. 

20. Any current use rights will be protectad. Certain actions (R+PP 
applications) could require retention until final action on the request. 

These 20 criteria frequently overlap and canplement one another resulting in a 
decision not considered by the presence of just an individual criteria. 

The public land acreages retained, disposed, or in need of further specific 
review are identifed by alternative in Tables XV - 3. 

BLIM 

USFS 

NPS 

State 

county 

Private 

General. 

Table IV-3 

Public Land Status by Alternative 

A B C D E 

32,350 21,570 3470 4970 0 

2860 13,350 2860 5040 23,640 

120 0 0 120 120 

0 1420 4310 3750 6820 

0 0 2450 1900 1900 

770 1230 0 14fx.l 1480 

3930 2460 9130 6070 6070 

Specific Review 0 0 17,810 16,700 0 

TOTAL 40,030 40,030 40,030 40,030 40,030 

ACCESS 

Access that would be acquired by alternative can not be quantified by type or 
miles at this time. However, areas have been identified where access msy be 
desirable to allow resource use or development. Access which may be considered 
desirable may be determined not needed if the costs of obtaining that access 
exceeds the resource benefits over the long term. For this reason the following 
tables may indicate that access is desirable but not needed at this time. 

The disposal of public land reduces the need for public access. Any existing 
access or rights of way for roads till be provided for in all title transfers. 
Future access needs across public lands to be transferred or sold would be 
considered and provided for during the specific transfer/sale process. 

ALTKSNATIVK A 

Table IV-4 

Desirable Mot Desirable 

Existing 7000 2700 

Disposed 0 920 

Needed 450 0 

Not Needed 21,760 1350 

Disposed 170 2830 

Total 23,380 7800 

There would be 7450 acres with public access provided. 

Total 

9700 

920 

450 

23,113 

3000 

37,180 

ALTERNATIVE A 

Table IV-5 

Desirable Not Desirable 

Existing 6600 3150 

Disposed 0 480 

Needed 5820 80 

Not Needed 16,060 1600 

Disposed 890 2490 

Total 29,370 7800 

There muld be 12,420 acres with Public access provided. 

Total 

9750 

480 

5900 

17,660 

3380 

37,170 

Existing 

Disposed 

Needed 

Not Needed 

Dismsed 

Total 

ALTERNATIVE C 

Table IV-~ 

Desirable Not Desirable 

6760 600 

240 3020 

450 0 

20,360 260 

1570 3910 

29,380 7790 

Total 

7360 

3260 

450 

20,620 

5480 

37,170 

There would be 7210 acres vith public access provided. 
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When wildlife needs are considered in forest msnagesmnt plans, habitat quality 
is improved for a variety of wildlife species as a result of the creation of 
openings in heavily forested areas. Conversely, those species that require or 
prefer large tracts of dense forests would be adversely affected by the same 
actions. 

Livestock grazing can compete with wildlife for forage and living space, but no 
major conflicts have been identified within this area. Some operator initiated 
improvenmnts such as spring developments and impoundments may enhance the 
wildlife habitat, while others, such as certain types of fences, msy be 
detrimental. 

Agricultural use can have both positive and negative effects. Crops can provide 
good food sources, (e.g. for geese, antelope, and doves); but fields provide 
little cover in winter. Brushy fence rows are rare, and harvesting can destroy 
nests. 

Fire also can have positive and negative impacts. The negative effects are 
usually of short duration destroying and displacing animals. Longterm effects 
are generally beneficial since succession is set back providing diversity of 
habitat. Prescribed burning can be utilized to maximize the benefits of fire 
witbout most of the disadvantages. 

Open space can provide valuable habitat near developed areas, but the scenic 
restraints may limit the type of wildlife habitat improvesmnt projects allowed. 

Primitive recreation designations have mostly positive impacts on wildlife by 
limiting human use. At the same time, these designations constrain habitat 
improvement potentials. Development of areas for intensive use, (e.g. 
campgrounds) would have detrimental effects on the wildlife resource. 

Presence of cultural or paleontologic sites may affect placement of habitat 
improvement projects or delay their implementation. 

Locatable mineral development, including road building to mining claims, would 
shrink the habitat available to wildlife during mine operation. Vegetation 
would also be removed on the site of operation, diminishing some additional 
habitat. Some of the potential negative impacts to wildlife can be minimized 
through stipulations applied to operations. 

If development of salable minerals occurs, major habitat modification would 
occur and the life of the project would normally be long-term. Some of the 
habitat would not be reclaimable to original condition especially if there is a 
resulting highwall but might provide valuable wetland or aquatic habitat. 

Coal. mining would disturb habitat for the mining period plus reclamation time on 
lands determined to be suitable for mining. The reclamation period could vary 
from 1 year for agriculture to a few years for rangeland to 60+ years for mature 
cottonwood. The major potential negative impact would be mining in riparian 
zones. The coal basin is on the plains of eastern Colorado snd the amjor 
sources of habitat diveristy in this area are the strings of riparian 
vegetation. These are nmjor travel lanes and are utilized as nesting and 
roosting areas for raptors and other bird species. Reclamation of these 
ripsrian areas would be very slow and costly. 

Most adverse impacts to wildlife from oil and gas are mitigated by means of 
seasonal stipulations and closures. 

Actions resulting frcxn use applications, such as rights-of-wey and other use 
permits arty negatively impact wildlife. As new areas are opened up to greater 
human use, wildlife habitat is altered and wildlife harassment, both intentional 
and unintentionti, is increased. This is especially critical on big game winter 
ranges, important reproduction areas, and along migration routes. Rights-of-way 
occasionally provide wildlife benefits by opening wildlife travel corridors 
through dense vegetation. 

Unauthorized uses, especially trespass homes, grazing, and woodcutting, often 
have negative effects on wildlife habitat without the impacts being considered 
for multiple use conflicts and mitigated. 

Wildlife habitat potential shown on the following tables is based on these 
standards. 

Excellent - This habitat either 1) provides or has potential to provide 
crucial habitat for one or more "species of high interest" 
(see Appendix A) or 2) is an important wetland or riparian area. 

Good - Provides important habitat for species of high interest but 
potential does not exist to improve the habitat to the excellent 
category. 

Fair 

Poor 

- Suitable habitat with limited potential for improvement. 

- Marginal habitat with no potential for improvement because of 
limiting factors such as nearby housing developments or 
dry/seasonally dry lake beds. 

Existing 

Disposed 

Needed 

Net Needed 

Disposed 

Total 

ALTERNATIVE D 

Table IV-7 

Desirable Not Desirable 

6920 1150 

80 2470 

1420 0 

13,900 740 

1060 3440 

29,380 7800 

There would 11: 8340 acres with public access provided. 

Existing 

Uisposed 

Needed 

Not Needed 

Disposed 

Total 

ALTRNATIVE E 

Table IV-8 

Desirable Not Desirable 

6gzi'o 1150 

80 2470 

0 0 

21,320 740 

1060 3440 

29,380 7800 

Total 

8070 

2550 

1420 

20,640 

4500 

37,180 

Total 

8070 

2550 

0 

22,060 

4500 

37,180 

There would be 6920 acres with public access provided. 

WILDLIFE HABITAT 

Habitat Management Plans !HMP] are the primary documents for planning wildlife 
habitat improvement projects and providing funding justification. Habitat is 
menipulated to increase, decrease or maintain wildlife populations within 
management paranmters. Through close coordination with the Colorado Division of 
Wildlife (DOW), management goals are selected. Inventories are then conducted 
to identify limiting factors. When identified, the habitat can be manipulated 
to reduce or eliminate the limiting conditions. Habitat manipulations include 
water distribution, altering existing vegetation condition, instream structures, 
and managing barriers to regulate animal movements. Direct population control 
through hunting and fishing seasons, opening or closing access and cooperation 
with interested groups and individuals are other means of wildlife smnsgement 
that can be recommended in an HMP. 

RetentZon of lands by BIM will result in continuation of developing, 
impleme.!ting,and maintaining projects associated with RMPs. New plans would be 
developed in the Front Range as funding allows. 

Disposal can affect wildlife habitat in several ways. The overall effect would 
be positive for wildlife if the land goes to the DOW. Species would be 
emphasized on a priority basis according to their strategic plan. 

If the land goes to State Parks, the nonconsumptive retreat ional values of 
wildlife would be emphasized along with other recreational activities, but not 
necessarily as a priority. 

local government could either leave the habitat basically alone as open space or 
develop the lands for recreation or other uses which would normally reduce the 
quality of the habitat. 

Disposal to irrigation companies could have a number of results. Past 
activities, implemented by some companies, such as removal of large cottonwoods 
along reservoir dikes, are very detrimental to certain species, (e.g. bald 
esgles, owls, herons). Other actions implemented by the DOW in cooperation with 
irrigation companies, such as artificial reefs and nest boxes, have been very 
positive efforts. If public land is sold to irrigation canpanies, egreements on 
managment of these lands should accompany the title transfer. 

If land is sold to the general public, the use of the land could vary firm the 
status quo to development of residential sites. The resulting impacts on 
wildlife habitat from residential developnmnt would be significant. 

Lands classified for specific review may or may not leave Federal ownership and 
would be managed as though they would be retained until ccmpleted. 

If access is needed for habitat improvement, usually just administrative access 
is required to get personnel and equipnmnt into a site. Public access can have 
either a positive or negative impact on wildlife depending on the situation. If 
wildlife populations need added human pressure (e.g. hunting) then opening an 
area up may be positive. However, some species need solitude, at least during 
specific periods of time (e.g. winter, reproduction). Added access in these 
situtions would be harmful to those wildlife p3pulations. 

Construction of new roads and upgrading of existing roads in the Front Range can 
be detrimntal to the limited existing habitat that reaains. This is especially 
true just west of Denver and Boulder where new homes and subdivisions are 
intruding upon deer and elk winter ranges. Improved access results in habitat 
destruction and added human pressure on wildlife populations, especially during 
periods of peak stress. Also, as roads are constructed they usually follow 
bottom lands where aquatic resources are found. This results in an increase of 
channelization and sedimentation. 

ALTERNATIVE A 

Table IV-9 

Potential 

Excellent Good Fair w - Total 

Important - 
Retained by 
Fed. or to DOW 

15,070 11,140 5450 160 31,820 

Leaving Fed. 980 280 830 0 2ogo 
not to D(XJ 

General- 
Retained by 
Fed. or to DOW 

Leaving Fed. 
not to D(Bf 

Total 

0 40 640 0 680 

0 210 2290 80 2580 

16,050 11,670 9210 240 37,170 
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The 980 acres of excellent habitat are to leave Federal ownership with no These areas also provide habitat for wintering bald eagles, white pelican 
projected change of use. This includes 120 acres of important fish habitat and feeding, mterfovl nesting, deer, pheasants, quail, fish and many other nongame 
860 acres of mule deer and/or elk winter range, some of which is crucial (520 of fA"iD%¶lS. Jackson and Jumbo Reservoirs also provide public fishing but State 
which is scheduled to be sold to the State Parks). Parks and the Division of Wildlife have leased these reservoirs respectively. 

The one tract leaving Federal ownership in the good potential category which has 
a proJected future change of use to farmland could result in the loss of habitat 
capable of supporting one antelope if the tract is converted to corn. 

Three tracts in Management Zone 2 considered important habitat ars also up for 
disposal in this alternative, but the use of these tracts is not expected to 
change. 

The three current Habitat Mangement Plans (HMP) - Riverside Reservoir, Fort 
Collins Reservoirs, and South Platte Reservoirs would continue to be implemented 
and maintained as priorities allow. These three HMP have improved habitat for 
T&E species (bald eagle, white pelican), waterfowl and a variety of fish. 
Additional work is still needed within these habitat areas to further improve 
habitat for these target species and to improve habitat for other species as 
they are added to the target species list. 

Two tracts in Zone 4, Crow Creek and George Creek, will also be disposed under 
this alternative. They provide habitat for antelope and raptors. The other 2 
tracts in Zone 4 have only general wildlife values and are scheduled for general 
disposal under all alternatives. 

Since 26,210 acres of excellent/good potential habitat will be retained in 
federal/DOW control this alternative is the best for the greatest number of 
wildlife species. 

In Zone 5 all tracts are to be disposed of, but two tracts, Rabbit Creek and St. 
Vrain, are to go to the DOW. The tracts to go into the general dispsal 
category include winter range and winter concentration areas for mule deer, 
antelope habitat, elk winter range and crucial winter range, riparian areas, and 
brown trout habitat. 

In Zone 6, the tracts to be disposed of are scheduled to go to Boulder County 
Parks so most of the habitat should be maintained. 

ALTERNATIVE B 

Table IV-10 

Potential 

Excellent GOod Fair w __ Total 

Important - 
Retained by 
Fed. or to DOW 

14,600 11,140 6220 160 32,120 

Leaving Fed. 1450 280 60 0 1730 
not to DOW 

General- 
Retained by 
Fed. or to DOW 

0 40 640 0 680 

Leaving Fed. 
not to DclcI 

0 210 2290 80 2580 

Total 16,050 11,670 9210 240 37,170 

The 8% acres of excellent potential, important habitat at Empire Reservoir, is 
scheduled to go to the Irrigation Company. The post disposal use of the 
inundated portion of this tract till be the same. The shoreline which provides 
cottonwoods for wintering bald eagles might be subject to a change of use. 520 
acres are to go to State Parks as part of Golden Gate State Park and 40 acres of 
a nule deer winter concentration area are slated to be sold. 

There is 280 acres of potential bald esgle, waterfowl and aquatic habitat at 
RiJou Reservoir to be sold to the Irrigation Company, while 60 acres of fair 
habitat at Prospect Reservoir will also be sold. 

Of the general catetory land leaving federal ownership, 2370 acres are not 
expected to have a change of use after the sale, while 210 acres my change from 
rangeland to agriculture and potentially to residential. 

The three current habitat nrmagment plans will be implemented and nmintained as 
funding and priorities allow. Another Habitat Management Plan in !&nsgement 
Zone 8 emphasizing bighorn sheep would be put in the priority Listing for future 
fundinS. 

Approximately 25,740 acres of excellent/good ptentisl habitat will be under 
federal/DOW control. This total is slightly less than Alternative A, therefore, 
this alternative is slightly less beneficial to the overall wildlife resource. 

ALTERNTIVE C 

Table IV-11 

Potent ial 

important - 
Retained by 
Fed. or to DOW 

Excel lent Good Fair PCXlr Total 

9180 9660 4640 0 23,480 

Leaving Fed. 6870 17600 1640 160 10,430 
not to DOW 

General - 
Retained by 
Fed. or to DOW 

0 0 0 0 0 

Leaving Fed. 0 250 2930 80 3260 
not to DOW 

- 

Total 16,050 11,670 9210 240 37,170 

The tracts in Management Zone 3 leaving Federal ownership include Demmel Lake, 
Windsor 18 and 8 Annex, Reservoir 15 and 16, Empire Reservoir, Bijou Reservoir, 
Jackson Reservoir, Jumbo Reservoir and the Goodrich, Atwood and Dorsey tracts. 

This vould affect the Habitat Wnagement Plans at Fort Collins and South Platte, 
removing 3/4 of the projects at Fort Collins and l/3 of the proposed projects on 
the South Platte HMP from Federai control. Possibly the D(XI would be able to 
continue these proJects in cooperation with the Irrigation Companies. 

I" Zone 7, Eldorad" Mountain provides excellent habitat for mule deer and is a 
winter concentration area. This area would be disposed to the Golden Gate 
Park. 

Ssnta Fe Mountain in Zone 8 provides winter range for mle deer and elk. This 
ares. would be disposed to the general category. Of the excellent habitat 
leaving Federal ownership, 1140 acres have a projected post disposal use that 
would not be favorable to wildlife. This unit (806 east) helps support 
approximately 70 wintering mule deer and 5 wintering elk. 

Most of the tracts in Zone 9 are to be disposed to the general category. Three 
of these tracts will probably have a change of use to residential use if they 
are sold. Snyder Mountain is in the winter range and a calving area for elk, 
crwisl winter range for mule deer and provides excellent nesting habitat for 
raptors. Due to its small size, the numbers of animals utilizing it are not 
necesarily large, but developement of the east side of this tract Into a 
residential ares would affect xmny more scres of important habitat. 

West Resort Creek is good habitat providing tinter range for both mnle deer and 
elk. The Deer Creek tract also provides winter range for mule deer, has a good 
riparian zone and trout fishery. Eighty eight fish per 500 feet were found in 
this creek with an average size of 9 l/2 - 10 inches. Both these tracts have 
potential to be developed if sold to private parties. 

The other tracts up for disposal in this Zone are not anticipated to have a 
change of use. 

TW tracts in Zone 10, Prospect and Horse Creek Reservoirs. are also scheduled 
for disposal. Most likely, the irrigation company will pick up these properites 
and the use won't change because the tracts of land are under water all or most 
of the time. 

Only 18,840 acres of excellent and good potential habitat will be under federal 
or DOW control. For this reason, this alternative is the least beneficial to 
the areas wildlife resource. 

ALTERNATIVE D 

Table IV-12 

Potentid. 

Excellent Good Fair B _ Total 

Important - 
Retained by 11,2RO 10,100 5300 0 26,680 
Fed. or to MlW 

Leaving Fed. 4770 1310 980 160 7220 
not to D(X 

General- 
Retained by 
Fed. or to DOW 

0 0 160 0 160 

Leaving Fed. 0 250 2780 80 3110 - 
not to DCM 

Total 16,050 11,660 9220 240 37,170 

Several tracts discussed in Alternative C are also scheduled for disposal in 
Alternative D, as discussed below. 

In Managermnt Zone 3, all tracts involved in the Fort Collins HMP are to be 
disposed of including Reservoir #15, Demmel Lake, Reservoir X5, and Reservoir #6 
which have nesting boxes on them. Empire Reservoir, Jackson Reservoir, BiJou 
Reservoir and Jumbo Reservoir tracts will also leave Federal Ownership, the 
inundated portions probably to the Irrtgation Cornpaw and the shoreline to 
parks, Dow, or general. Prswitt and North Sterling Reservoirs are also to go to 
the D(M. 

The only small tract associated with the South Platte that is not scheduled to 
be disposed of to the DOW is Goodrich which will be sold to the general public 
subject to the witirlrawal for reclasmtion project. 

All the tracts in Zone 4 are scheduled for disposal as in Alternative C. 

Tracts in Zone 5 which were scheduled for general disposal in Alternative C will 
be 1) disposed to the Dow such as Cherokee Park, or 2) transferred to the Park 
Service (Castle Mountain), or 3) retained by either BIM or USFS (Hewett Gulch., 
Gianttrack Mountain, Fish Creek and Stone Canyon). 

Tracts in Zone 6 will be treated the same as in Alternative C with the 
exception of Kessler Lake which will be retained in Federal ownership rather 
tbn either disposed or in the specific review category. It is not included in 
the specific review chart. 



29 

properly managed for fire, insects, disease and wood products. If access isn't 
available, tamporary access can be gained by selling timber to a logger who will 
negotiate his own access to the sale. 

The areas identified as important wildlife habitat will not significsntly reduce 
the amount of forest land available for forest management. However, the size 
and type of harvesting operations, the time of year, and the size and type of 
stand treatments will have to be designed to ecccmmodate wildlife habitat needs. 

Grazing of forested lands can inhibit forest regeneration. Cattle trample and 
graze on seedlings and compact the soil. Land that would normally be classified 
as available nary become unavailable due to reforestation problems. 

Water quality concern areas will limit the amount of forest products that can be 
removed from these areas, the type of logging machinery used, road location and 
design, and the types of stand treatments (e.g. clearcutting vs. selective 
cutting). 

Soil stability is one of the major factors limiting forest management. It is 
one of the factors that causes sites to be classified as withdrawn from general 
timber harvesting. Severity of soil problems will dictate logging methods, sale 
area design, and road construction design. 

Prescribed burning can be used on all commercial forest lands as a forest 
management tool. It reduces wildfire hazards by eliminating excess fuel in a 
controlled event. Burning also prepares a seedbed for stand regeneration after 
a timber sale. Before burning, a slash burning permit must be obtained from the 
Department of Health, and the U.S. Weather Bureau is contacted for smoke 
dispersal forecasts to determine if weather conditions are suitable. 

Land classified as important for open space inhibits forest management. Lesser 
amounts of forest products can be removed to design aesthetically pleasing sale 
areas and extra work with adjacent landowners is needed. Scenic quality areas 
classified as II or III also reduce the volume of forest products that can be 
removed. The size and type of harvesting area are restricted to avoid impacting 
the scenic quality. 

The more primitive recreation categories would restrict forest mansgement 
practices. Roads constructed for removal of forest products may have to be 
reclaimed or gated after harvesting. 

Before timber harvesting operations begin, areas have to be cleared for cultural 
and paleontologic resources. Chapter II discusses the classifications of these 
areas, inventory level, and mitigation measures required, if any are discovered. 

The presence of geologic features may require special care in layout of timber 
sales and associated access roads to avoid or mitigate potential problems. 

When planning timber operations on unpatented mining claims, the claim owners 
will be contacted before the operating begins. If timber is removed from a 
claim and the clainmnt later determines that he needs timber for his mining 
operation, the BLM must provide another area where he can cut timber. 

The determination of forestry potential in the tables refers to the productivity 
of the land. Only land in the Front Range (Zones 5-10) is included in the 
tables. 

None - Less than 10% stocked with trees (non-forest lands). 

Low - The land is at least 10% stocked with trees, yet grows less than 
20 cubic feet of wood per acre per year. Noncommercial lands are 
included in this potential. 

Medium - The site is capable of growing more than 20 but less than 
40 cubic feet of wood per acre per year. Both available and 
unavailable lands can fall in this category. 

High - The site grows more than 40 cubic feet of wood per acre per year. 
Both available and unavailable lands can fall into this category. 

In Zone 9 Snyder Mountain, Yankee Creek and West Resort Creek are still to be 
disptsed to the general public. 

The two reservoirs in Zone 10 will, in all likelihood, be sold to the irrigation 
canparries. 

Approximatel.y 21,380 acres of excellent and good potential habitat will be under 
federal or IXIW control. For this reason, this alternative is less desirable 
than Alternatives A EL B but of greater value to wildlife than Alternative C. 

The specific rwiew category for Land Status in Alternatives C and D could 
result in lossses of habitat and wildlife if these tracts are eventually sold. 
The following chart summarizes the wildlife values on these tracts. 

UNIT IMPACTED HABITAT* CCMMRNTS 
WR WC0 CA CWR UA RCA COA YL 

509 Elk Deer 

602 Elk - 

603 

801 

802 

Elk - 
Deer 

Elk - 

Elk Deer 

805 - - 

806 - - 

807 Elk - 

808 Elk - 
Deer 

809 Deer - 

813 Deer - 

814 Deer - 

Bighorn 

815 Deer - 

816 Deer - 

817 Deer - 

818 - - 

820 Deer - 

Elk 

Deer 

Deer 

Deer 

l WR = Winter Range 
WC0 = Winter Concentration Area 
CWR = Crucial Winter Range 
RCA = Ram Concentration Area 

CA = Calving Area 
COA = Concentration Area 

UA = Use Area 
YL = Yearlong use 

- - - 

- - - 

- - . 

- - - 

- - - 

- Bighorn - 

Brook Trout Left Hand Cr.; 
17.321b/Acre; 10 
Fish1500'; over 
7 l/2" 

Brook Trout Same as 
Unit 602 

Mt. Lion N. Clear Creek 
Turkey Riparian 

Mt. Lion Virginia Canyon 
Riparian 

Mt. Lion 

Lion 
Pedtail hawk 
Brook Trout Mill Cr.; 

74.671bfAcre; 
250 Fish/500'; 
over 3" 

Brown Trout Fall River; 15 
Fishf500' over 
10 l/2" 

Turkey Trail Cr. 
Riperian 

Clear Cr. 
Riparian 

- Bighorn Brook Trout Bard Cr.; 
4?.8lb/Acre; 
160 Fish1500'; 
over 8" 

- Bighorn - Brown Trout - 
Rainbow Trout 

- - Bighorn Redtail hawk - 
Brown Trout 
Rainbow Trout 

- - Bighorn Mt. Lion 
Brook Trout S. Clear Cr.; 

30.041b/5001; 
over 6" 

- Bighorn - - 

- Bighorn - - 

Clear Cr. 
Ripar ian 

- - - - 

ALTERNATIVE E 

This alternative is the same as Alternative D except that the lands designated 
for specific review and retention would be transferred to other agencies. The 
USFS would take over 18,840 and the DOW 3080 of these acres. These agencies 
would probably manage wildlife similarly to the RIM and therefore no maJor 
impacts would occur different from Alternative D. 

The ssnm 21,380 acres of excellent and good potential habitat as Alternative D 
will be retained in federal or DOW control. For this reason, this alternative 
is also less desirable than Alternatives A h B but of greater value to wildlife 
than Alternative C. 

TlMBERANDFIRmOOD 

As timberland leaves Federal ownership, it is likely that it will not be managed 
for its forest resources. Land that goes Into the State and local park system 
will probably not be logged and areas used for mountain homes will not be 
managed for camnsrcial. forest products. 

Legal and physical access are tm important factors which limit forest 
management. Existing access increases the likelihood that the stand will be 

ALTERNATIVE A 

Table IV-13 
Potential 

H&&l Medium Low None Total - 

Available 280 1890 0 0 2170 

Unavailable 1380 14,090 0 0 15,470 

Nonccsunercial 0 0 750 0 750 

Nonforest 0 0 0 4810 4810 - 

Total 1660 15,780 750 4810 23,200* 

Due to land tenure ad,justments, the available acreage decreases 80 acres from 
the current 2250 acres to 2170 acres. The unavailable acreage decreases 380 
acres from 15,820 to 15,440. This would decrease the annual allowable cut from 
the current 400 cords to 380 cords. 

ALTERNATIVE B 

Table IV-14 
Potential 

x Medium Low None Total - 

Available 280 1.890 0 0 2170 

Unavailable 1380 14,osK) 0 0 15,470 

Noncaumercial 0 0 810 0 810 

Nonforest 0 0 0 4800 4800 - 

Total 1660 15,980 810 4810 23,25O* 

This alternative is identical to Alternative A where the forestry program is 
concerned. 
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Iu the following tables (IV-17 through IV-211 potential for livestock grazing 
vas based on topography, overstory vegetation, and understory vegetation. In 
addition, administrative ability to lease was used to determine areas of no 
potential. 

ALTERNATIVE A 

Table IV-17 

ALTEREATIVE C 

Table IV-15 
potential 

Q& Medium LOV None Total - 

Available 280 1370 0 0 1650 

Unavailable 1380 10,750 0 0 12,130 

Noncmmercial 0 0 610 0 610 

Nonforest 0 0 0 3640 3640 - 

Total 1660 12,120 610 3640 18,030" 

Potential 

LaV - Moderate Total None 

Lsased 0 

Open 5510 

2340 3240 5580 

22,480 1300 29,290 

20 10 2300 

24,840 4550 37,170 

Under this alternative, the available acreage decreases from 2250 acres to 1650 
acres and the unavailable from 15,820 acres to 12,130 acres. Based on the 
current allovable cut of 400 cords, the allowable cut under this alternative 
would decrease to 230 cords. 

Closed 2270 

Total 7780 

There are 5580 acres currently leased, but 2040 of these acres (14 operators) 
are scheduled for disposal. under this Alternative. 2420 acres open to 
application area also scheduled for disposal. There are 30 acres that have 
potential for grazing closed to application due to conflicts with wildlife 
habitat and recreation. 

ALTERNATIVE D 

Table xv-16 
Potential 

kI&& Medium Low None Total - 

Available 280 1470 0 0 1750 

Unavailable 1380 14,010 0 0 15,390 

Noncommercial 0 0 630 0 630 

Nonforest 0 0 0 J@ 4630 - 

Total 1660 15,480 630 4630 22,400* 

In this alternative the available acresge decreases from 2250 acres to 1'750 
acres, and the unavailable acreage drops from 15,820 to 15,390 acres, decreasing 
the allosable cut to 257 cords. 

ALTEREATIVE B 

Table IV-18 

potential 

LOW - Moderate None Total 

Leased 0 2340 3240 5580 

Open 0 17,240 1040 18,280 

Closed 7790 5260 270 13,320 

Total 7790 24,840 4550 37,180 
ALTERNATIVR E 

The 1750 acres available and 15,390 unavailable forestlands would be transferred 
to the 1BFW The 257 cords per year would probably still be made available to 
harvest by the Forest Service. The 881113 number of acres are leased as under Alternative A, but 1800 acres (12 

operators) are scheduled for disposal. There is also 1200 acres open for 
application which are on the disposal list. The 5530 acres closed to 
application have conflicts with wildlife habitat, recreation, and casmsrcial 
forest land. 

LIVESTOCK GRAZING 

Land status will affect the RLW grazing program if land leaves Federal 
ownership. A two-year notification of revocation of grazing privileges is 
required if the land is to be disposed of. The use after disposal msy still bs 
grazing depending on the purchaser. 

Other resources have an affect on the range program to the degree that they may 
preclude, either entirely or during certain time periods, grazing in a 
particular area or decrease the smouut of forage and authorized use on an 
existing lease. These other land uses include: 1) important wildlife habitat, 
2) cceumrrcisl timber harvesting and associated activities, e.g. prescribed 
burning, 3) water quality concern areas, 4) presence of cultural or 
paleontologic resources requiring mitigation, 5) erosion problems, 6) intensive 
recreation sites, and 7) active mineral operations e.g. gravel pits, cyanide 
leaching millsites. 

Certain recreational activities such as off road vehicle use can conflict vith 
grazing operations when harassment of livestock cccurs. 

* NOISE: These tables include only a portion of the resource area and have taken 
into account the disposal of land, therefore the totals and potential coluums 
will not match between alternatives. 

ALTEREATIVE C 

Table IV-19 

Potential 

Low - Moderate Total None 

Leased 0 2340 3240 5580 

Open 5510 22,480 1300 29,290 

Closed 2270 20 10 2300 

Total 7780 24,840 4550 37,170 

There are 3840 leased acres (20 operators + part of 1) scheduled for disposal. 
The 7100 acres open for application are also to be disposed of, and 16,340 acres 
need specific review. There are 30 acres closed to application due to wildlife 
and recreation conflicts. 

The following operations lease's would be terminated after 2 year notice due to 
disposal of the surface. 

ALTRRNATIVE 

B - c 

X 
X X 
X X 

X 

NtlUle Number n 
Billings 
Bucklen 
Doak 
MGMC 
Free Enter- 
prises 
Hall 
Ragens 
Horse Creek 
Asst. 
Melia 
Parker 
Roberts 
Salisbery 
Segelke 
Whitney 
young 

(inprrrt) 
Romer 
Schaffer 
Val Farms 
Rhosdes 
In-OS. 
Kern 
Drew 

5902 
5903 
5905 
5906 

5908 
5909 
5911 

5912 
5913 
5915 
5916 
5917 
5918 
5919 X 

5920 
5921 
5923 
5924 

X 

5925 X X X X X 
5926 X X X X X 
5927 X X X X X 

D E 

ALTERNATIVE D 

Table IV-20 

Potential 

Low - Moderate 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

Leased 0 2340 3240 5580 

Open 170 17,240 1070 18,480 

Closed 7620 5260 240 13,120 

Total 7790 24,840 4550 37,180 

X X X 
There are 1600 acres leased for grazing (14 operators) scheduled for disposal. 
There are 3310 acres of open acres also scheduled for disposal and 12,260 acres 
for specific review. Approximately 5500 acres are closed to application due to 
conflicts with vildlife, recreation, and forestry. Also, 2950 of these acres 
need specific review and 2060 are scheduled for disposal. 
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resource if it is not stockpiled. Actual physical loss of soil occurs due to 
wind and water erosion on disturbed areas and topsoil stockpiles. Large gravel 
and coal mines pose the greatest possibility of long-term significant adverse 
impacts to soil resources. Other minerals activities are expected to have only 
slight short-term effects. 

Table IV-23 displays acreages of soils by mansgement category and how many 
within each of these categories would be disposed of under the plan 
alternatives. 

None 

Leased 0 2340 3240 5580 

Open 170 17,240 1070 18,480 

Closed 7620 5260 240 13,120 

Total 7790 24,840 4550 37,180 

ALTEBRATIVE E 

Table IV-21 

Potential 

Moderate Total 

There are 1600 acres leased for grazing (14 operators) scheduled for disposal. 
There are 3310 acres of open acres also scheduled for disposal. Approxirmtely 
5500 acres are closed to application due to conflicts with wildlife, recreation, 
and forestry of which 2060 are scheduled for disposal. An additional 60 acres 
at Riveraide Reservoir (Management Unit 307) presently leased and that would be 
transfered to the DOW amy have the lease cancelled and be closed to grazing. 

WATERQUALITY,FLODDPLAINS,ANDSOURCES 

Mansgement actions that impact soils by causing increased erosion consequently 
impact water quality due to increased sediment load. However, the limited 
amounts of additional surface disturbance likely under sny of the alternatives 
is not expected to result in a significant increase in sediraent load in any of 
the streams in the area. This increase is anticipated to be so small that it 
could not be distinguished from the normal observed seasonal fluctuations. 
Disposal of public lands miy result in an estimated 10% on-site increase in 
sediment yield if these lands are subdivided for residential development. 
Mining operations have the ptential to significantly contaminate surface and 
groundmter with sediment resulting from major surface disturbance, by leaching 
of acid-forming and toxic materials from dumps, tailings ponds, and stockpile 
area*, and fras release of chemical agents used in mineral processing. Large 
strip mines can cause dewatering of surrounding aquifers as well as increases in 
sediment yield due to surface disturbance and processing of rock materials. Oil 
and gas operations, particularly in densely developed fields have the potential 
to contaminate surface water supplies through increased sedinmnt yield from 
drill pads and access roads and release of oil field brines, crude oil, or 
drilling fluids. Groundwater could also be contaminated if these fluids 
infiltrate from the surface, or if improperly cased or plugged wslls allow 
contamination of fresh-water aquifers by these sams fluids present in the well. 

Fpe p; ,col mining has the potential for adverse impacts to groundwater. In 
a coal is overlain by, or contains, groundwater. Localized 

destruction if these aquifers by surface coal mining and consequent deuatering 
of surrounding areas is a possibility. Degradation of groundwater quality is 
also possible through leaching of salts or other toxic substances from replaced 
overburden and stockpiles. 

All seven public land water sources needed for administration of the public 
lands are retained under all the alternatives. Any management proposals in these 
areas will be designed to minimize or prevent adverse impacts to these water 
sources. Table IV-22 shows how many acres within the various mansgaxsnt 
categories wuld be disposed of under each of the alternatives. 

Table-IV-22 

Acres disposed of by Alternative 

Existing Acres A B C D E 

Concern Areas for 

1. Floodplain 290 0 40 190 190 190 

2. Pollution problem 16,490 0 0 600 540 540 

3. Municipal watershed 7100 0 0 1570 1420 1420 

General Areas 16,150 

Total 40,030 

SOILEROSION 

No quantifiable differences between the alternatives exist relative to impacts 
on soil resources with the exception of land disposal decisions. Development of 
disposed lands msy cause increased soil erosion in Alternatives C, D, and E 
caapared to Alternatives A and B. Residential development and conversion to 
cropland are the land uses that would cause the greatest soil erosion. 

Access acquisition and construction would result in a slight, short-term 
Increase in sediment yield until the disturbance has been stabilized. A slight, 
long-term increase in sedixmnt yield will remain due to vehicular use and 
maintenance activities. Timber and firewood harvesting also creates short-tens 
increases in sediment yield due to road construction and ground disturbance. 
This increased yield ceases upon revegetation of the disturbed sites. Leasing 
of lands for agricultural use could cause looalized but significant long-term 
Increases in soil loss. Prescribed burning and consequent loss of ground cover 
would cause a short-term, localized increase in soil erosion until vegetation is 
reestablished. 

Mineral development and production nmy cause significant soil erosion on a local 
scale depending upon the siee of the project. Removal, stockpiling, and 
replacement of topsoil causes large changes in the physical and biological 
properties of soils. However, this mitigates a possible total loss of the 

Areas of Concern 

Critical/Severe 

Moderate 

Stable/Slight 

Total 

Table-IV23 

Acres disposed of by Alternative 

Existing Acres A B C D E 

850 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

4000 0 0 200 200 200 

35,180 210 1100 900 500 5oo 

40,030 

AGRICULTURALUSE 

Currently, only 65 acres of public land are cultivated under a temporary use 
permit. Minimal opportunity exists for agricultural use of public land in the 
Resource Area. Occasionally some public land is inadvertently included in an 
individual's existing farm operation and when this is discovered, a charge is 
assessed for past use and continued use is either authorized or disallowed. 
There have been no applications for sgricultural permits prior to use. 

Public lands generally have either no potential for agriculture (e.g. 
inundated), or very low potential. The lands in the Front Range are normally 
not suited to agricultural development and the lands in the Eastern Plains are 
usmlly more suited to rangeland. 

Development of subsurface estate under private surface may have an effect on 
agriculture. See the vegetation section for type of disturbance and effects. 
The affect of emphasizing other resources in a -prticular unit often has the 
effect of eliminating that unit fram application for an agricultural permit. 
This is obvious in alternatives B, D and E where often times the areas are going 
to be emphasized for wildlife habitat improvement, grazing, or forest product 
production which results in the area being closed to application for 
agriculture. 

ALTERNATIVE A 

Table IV-24 

Potential 

Open to Application 

None 

5500 

Low - 

29,290 

Total 

34,790 

Closed to Application 2270 100 2370 

Total. 7770 29,390 37,160 

Of the acres open to application vith low potential, 1950 are slated for 
disposal vith the projected future use not compatible with agriculture. Another 
3720 acres as scheduled for disposal with the future use projected not to change 
fran the present. The acres closed to agricultural application which have low 
potential are closed due to conflicts with recreation and wildlife habitat. 

ALTERNATIVE B 

Table IV-25 

Potential 

Open to Application 

None 

0 

Low - 

6300 

Total 

6300 

Closed to Application 7780 23,090 30,870 

Total 7780 29,390 37,170 

Of the low ptential land still open to application, 1170 acres are scheduled to 
leave federal ownership with no projected change of use and 240 acres would go 
to an agency which would not be utilizing them for farmland. The 23,090 acres 
of low potential land are closed to agricultural application due to one or more 
of the following conflicts: important wildlife habitat, ccmumrcisl forestry, 
intensive recreation, grazing leases, sndfor soil erosion hazard. 
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Open to Application 

Closed to Application 

Total 

ALTERNATIVE C 

Table IV-26 

Potentisl 

Non.2 LOW Total - 

5570 29,290 34,860 

2210 100 2310 

7780 29,390 37,170 

Nearly all the land open to application would leave federal ownership and 
24,050 acres would probably not be used for agricultural purposes after 
disposal. Approxiolately 4920 acres slated for disposal under this alternative 
would not have agriculture eliminated as a potential future use of the land, 
though the land may not be suitable. 

ALTERNATIVE D 

Table IV-27 

Potential 

Open to Application 

Closed to Application 

Total 

None Low Total 

170 1720 1890 

7610 27,670 35,280 

7780 29,390 37,170 

Of the 1720 acres open to application, only 60 are scheduled to remain in 
federal ownership. The acres closed to application have been closed for a 
Variety of reasons as discussed under Alternative B. 

ALTERNATIVE E 

The table and analysis for Alternative E is the same as for Alternative D. 

WILDFIRE 

Cooperative fire agreenmnts are needed to protect the commercial forest lands in 
the Resource Area since the BIM lacks the manpower and equipment to suppress 
wildfires in the area. Cooperative agreements with the USFS and counties 
provide initial attack and fire suppression. Since wildfire occurrance on Bm 
land in the area has historically been low, cooperative agreements and existing 
access appear to be sufficient. 

Possible ignition sources include accidental starts from logging or fuelwood 
cutting operations and other recreational users of the Public Lands or natural, 
such as lightning. 

Forest management can reduce potential ignition by removing dry fuel from the 
forest. Livestock grazing also reduces the chances of ignition occurring. 

PRESCRIBED BURNING 

All alternatives would permit prescribed burning after case by case evaluation. 
The criteria (see Chapter II) used to determine acceptability would mitigate 
safety hazards and other adverse effects. 

OPEN SPACE 

There are some isolated areas where F%M can affect open space by designation, 
primarily along the front range. However, the scattered nature of BLM surface 
tracts results in very little effect on the perception of open space in most 
areas. The activities which could negatively affect open space are: 

1. Minerals Development: Mining would impact open space values during the life 
of the mine. The effects will be mitigated by required reclamation. 

2. Disposal: Lands sold under the general and private category could result in 
the loss of open space. Protection of open space values could be made by 
public retention of those lands tith high open space values. 

The expected differences between alternatives are depicted on Table IV-40. 
Under each alternative the estimated acreages in open space categories is 
depicted. It was assumed that general or private disposal in specific areas 
would result in the loss of open space. Disposal to state or local governments 
was assumed to have no impact on open space. 

Table xv-28 

Designation of Open Space by Alternative 

A B C D E 

Important- 
-Protected 0 15,250 14,4800 15,840 0 
-Not Protected 16,200 0 44: 15,840 
-Disposed of 80 1030 1800 440 

General 20,890 20,890 2oJlgo 20,090 20,890 

Total 37,170 37,170 37,170 37,170 37,170 

This does not include that lost to mining prior to reclamation. l%e majority of 
mining, especially coal mining, is expected to occur in general areas rather 
than important open space areas. 

In conclusion, there are differences in open space between alternatives which 
arise fron the amount protected and the amount identified for disposal. 

SCENICQUALITY 

The i.Wact upon visual resources is extremely limited, regardless of which 
alternative is chosen. The scattered nature of public land minimizes the 
potential to affect the overall landscape. Under all alternatives the emphasis 
of Visual mnagement is on mitigation rather than exclusion. The activities 
wftich could affect scenic quality are: 

1. Forest harvesting: roadtiilding and tree cutting could cause deterioration 
of visual quality. These effects will be mitigated by limiting the size 
and shape of the acreage involved in cuts, road and trail construction 
standards, and revegetation. 

2. Locatable and salable mineral extraction: Mining will impact visual quality 
during the life of the mine. The effects will be mitigated by stipulations 
restricting size of the area disturbed and by requiring reclaamtion. 

3. Coal extraction: Same as X2. It should be noted that the areas of high 
coal potential are in areas of low scenic quality (Classes III b IV). 

4. Oil and Gas Extraction: Same as 12. 

5. Disposal: Lands sold under the general and private category could impact 
scenic quality and lessen the VW Class rating on particular tracts. The 

impact will be mitigated by primarily selling those lands whose VRM Class is 
III or IV. 

The expected differences in scenic quaI.i.ty between alternatives is portrayed by 
VRM class (see Affected Environment) on Table IV-29. It was assumed that 
general or private disposal in specific areas would result in the lowering of 
VRM Class by 1 which is accounted for in the table. Disposal to state or local 
governments uas assumed to have no impact on scenic quality. Due to mitigation 
other actions were assumed to have insignificant impacts on scenic quality and 
therefore are not accounted for in the table. 

Table IV+?9 

Alternative 

VRM class Potential* A B c D E 

I 0 0 0 0 0 0 

II 14,870 14,870 14,870 13,940 14,870 14,870 

III 16,370 14,040 14,120 13,120 13,800 13,800 

IV 5930 0260 8180 10,110 8500 8500 

V 0 0 0 0 0 0 ---- 

Total 37,170 37,170 37,170 37,170 37,170 37,170 

*Potential indicates the highest scenic class an area could be. 

In conclusion, there is little difference in visual quality between the 
alternatives. The differences that do exist primarily result from disposal. 

RECREATION OPPORTUNITIES 

The bottom line is the overall effect on the recreation users from each of the 
alternatives. The publics' recreation opportunity needs and preferences can be 
garnered from the Colorado SCORP report mentioned in Chapter III. However the 
SCORP is too broad-brushed for this RMP. Therefore, field observations by 
experienced RI&l personnel gave ns the best estimates of both public users' 
needs, preferences and opportunities offered. Since almost all opportunities 
are available on private and other public lands and much closer to the urban 
populations, recreational impacts upon northeast resource area lands is minimal. 

The impact on recreational opportunities is minimal for all alternatives. As 
indicated in the affected environment the mJor activity occurring on BW 
administered land is wildlife hunting and viewing. Recreational activities can 
be affected by several BLM actions as follow: 

1. Disposal to private or general sources could lessen opportunities by one 
level on particular tracts. Lands now used for public recreation would 
become subject to private restrictions. 

2. Access attainment on selected sites (i.e. Ft. Collins Reservoir) would 
enhance recreational use. Additional access should be translated into 
increased recreation use. 

3. Changes in wildlife habitat would affect the quantity and quality of 
experience to hunter and viewers. Increases in wildlife vi11 create greater 
use and should result in greater satisfaction by the user. If some tracts 

are utilized for habitat, this would negatively impact off-road vehicle 
(ORV) users. ORV use would be restricted or prohibited in some important 
wildlife habitat areas. 

4. Forest management would have little impact on recreational opportunities. In 
the short-term of harvest operations recreation wuld be reduced, but 
increased access could enhance recreational use in the long-term. 

5. Most activities which impact water quality and sources have little effect on 
recreation. Pollution or reduction of water from a current murce could 
result in redmed recreation by lessening fish or wildlife resources. 

6. Wildfire and prescribed burning would lessen recreational use during and 
shortly after. Types of use can change afterward such as frm hiking to 
hunting due to a m3re open area than previously. 

7. Mining or oil and gas development eliminates recreational use of an area 
while the operation is occurring. In many instances, after the mining phase 
nev access may lead to greater use of the area than previously. Coal mining 
can be expected to reduce recreational use the most, but mining is expected 
to occur in areas where little present recreational use is occurring. 

8. Increased publicity, maps, and signing can lead to increased recreational 
use. The use would be related to the extent and type of infonmtion, and 
the specific locale. 

Overall there is no regionally significsnt difference between alternatives. 
However, some difference In total use on public land can be expected. Potential 
on the following tables is based on the present character of the land. It is 



portrayed using ROS (see Affected Environment). In this way changes in expected 
recreation opportunities can be seen by the acres listed in categories other 
than the given potential. A continued increase in use of 3 to 8 percent par 
year can be expected. This is an estimate based on the types of current use 
where soms activities increase at a greater pace than others. 

In the following tables (IV-30 through 36) potential is equated to current 
recreational setting. The resulting settings are listed in the left column. 
The tables therefore show how many acres will remain the same and how xmqy will 
be changed (and to what type of setting). 

Ward Hill (Unit 602) is the only location closed to ORV use. All other areas in 
the resource area are open to ORV use. This swans only 132 acres at Ward Hill 
are unavailable for ORV use in Northeast Resource Area. This acreage is the 
same under all alternatives. 

ALTEXSATIVE A 

Retained lands will be managed to provide the opportunities shown on Table 
IV-30. 

Table IV-30 

Potential 

SPNM SF'M RN - - E. I! 

SPNM 320 0 0 0 0 
SPM 40 3760 
RN 0 

8s3;: 

719: 
0 0 

R 0 5650 94800 

0 

U 0 0 0 540 93: 

Disposal would reduce opportunities on 80 acres of maded natural character and 
potential. 

ALTERNATIVE B 

This alternative is similar to Alternative A except 930 acres more would be 
disposed of and corresponding recreational opportunity lost. As shown on Table 
IV-31 a significantly higher amount of Semi-Primitive potential would be 
realized. 

Table IV-31 

Potential 

SFNM SPM - RN li. v 

SF?iM 280 0 0 0 0 
SPM 40 11,300 

886: 
0 0 

RN 0 1640 
R 0 0 4590 85200 

0 
0 

U 0 0 0 0 930 

Table IV-32 shows the acres that would be disposed of where recreational 
opportunity might be lost. 

Table IV-32 

Potential 

m SPM - RN I! v 

SPNM 40 0 0 0 0 
SFM 0 0 
RN 0" 0" 9700 0 0 
R 0 0 0 0 0 
u 0 0 0 0 0 

ALTERNATIVE C 

A larger amount of land would be disposed of than in the other alternatives, 
thereby decreasing recreational opportunities and wildlife habitat which could 
affect wildlife related recreation. Overall the result would remain below a l& 
decrease in recreational use of BIM surface lands. Table IV-33 shows how the 
retained lands vmuld be xmnaged. 

Table IV-33 

Potential 

SF?64 
SPM 
RN 
R 
u 

SPNM 

320 
0 
0 
0 
0 

SPM - 

372: 
8010 
W3 

0 

RN - II v 

0 0 0 
0 0 

71100 0 
5650 82700 

0 540 93: 

Table IV-34 shows the acres that would be disposed of thereby affecting 
recreational opportunity. 

Table IV-34 

Potential 

SPM 
SF?4 
RN 
R 
U 

SPNM 

400 

0 
0" 

SPM - 

8: 
0 
0 0 

RN - 

0 

4800 
0 
0 

i! v_ 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

1170 0 
0 0 
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ALTEilWATIVE D 

This alternative would result in an overall loss of 1 to 2% of the recreational 
opportunity on BLM surface lands due to disposal. Table IV-35 displays the 
retained land by potential and nmnagement of recreational opportunity. 

Table IV-35 

Potential 

SPNM 

SPNM 280 
SFM 40 
RN 0 
H 0 
U 0 

SPM RN 5 U - 

0 0 0 0 
11,170 85100 0 0 

1650 
852: 

0 
0 4530 0 
0 0 0 930 

Table IV-36 shows the acres that could be dfsposed of and affect recreational 
Use. 

Table IV-~ 6 

SPNM 
SFt4 
RN 
R 
U 

SPNM 

400 
0 
0 
0 

Potential 

SPM - 

8: 
0 
0 
0 

!2! 

0 0 
360 

0 
0 

ALTERNATIVE E 

This alternatives recreational analysis and tables would be the same as 
Alternative D. 

CULTURAL 

Surface and subsurface activities can cause impacts to archaeological resources 
of varying degrees depending on the type of disturbance. Surface operations 
(e.g. mining, grazing) can lead to ccmpaction, erosion and site exposure. 
Destruction of the resource by collectors and vandals with increased use and 
access to areas can occur. Actions which have the greatest potential for 
affecting archaeological resources are mining and disposal. 

Stipulations requiring field surveys, mitigation (or coal unsuitability), and 
protection of finds are included in project plans. While the possible negative 
consequences of activities need to be stressed, the possibility of making finds 
which otherwise would have remained unknown, also exists. 

Other actions which could impact arehaelogieal resources, although the impacts 
are mitigated by regulations are: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

Increased use in wildlife habitat areas could lead to trampling, rubbing 
and compaction. 

Timber and firewood sales could cause surface disturbance, vandalism, 
erosion, and exposure of sites. 

Livestock grazing in leased areas can cause surface disturbance, trampling, 
and compaction. 

Severe soil erosion may obliterate sites. 

Agricultural use could lead to loss of resources. 

Prescribed burns. 

Class I scenic quality areas could lead to loss of resources since no 
stabilization, restoration, or excavation is permitted. 

Possible conflicts exist with paleontological activity in Class I areas. 

New roads and trails msy impact sites. 

Past Control could cause surface disturbance, vandalism, erosion, and 
exposure of sites. 

Increased public information has the positive effect of creating 
awareness, but the negative affect of exposing sites to vandalism. 

Rotection and avoidance of identified sites are the primary BLM options. Given 
the required compliance with existing regulations the impact to cultural 
resources should be substantially mitigated under any of the alternatives. 

Table IV-37 displays the acresge found in the archaeology categories for both 
known sites and potential for sites. 

TABLE IV-37 

A. NRHP sites - 2980 

B. State/local sites - @oo 

C. Limited sites - 750 

D. High Potential - 21,640 

E. Moderate Potential - 1820 

F. Low Potential - 3080 

Total 37,170 
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ALTERNATIVE C 

Table IV-40 

Acres Adversely Acres Not 
Affected Affected Total 

class Ia 0 0 0 

Class Ib 0 800 800 

Class II 39a 7250 7640 

Both surface and subsurface disturbance can cause impacts to historic resources. 
The degree of impact depends upon the amount of activity. Considering 
compliance requirements found in existing regulations, the impacts to historic 
resource will not differ, generally, between alternatives. 

Destruction of historic resources can occur from several BIM initiated actions. 
The most obvious is through disposal of the public lands. Prior to any such 
disposal, historic values will be considered and all appropriate regulations 
will be implenmnted. Those lands with significant historic resources will not 
be subject to disposal. 

Other activities that can affect historic resources include: 

1. Increased access which can lead to more vandalism including wood 
stripping, artifact collecting, and damage through site misuse. 

2. The development of wildlife habitat improvements, grazing improvements, 
and other natural resource projects can cause surface disturbance, 
trampling, cattle rubbing, canpaction of sites, and increased vandalism 
due to mDre access. 

3. Equally, timber sales and firewood sites can cause increased vandalism due 
to mare access. 

4. Agricultural development can also cause surface disturbance due to 
plowing and land rmdifications. 

5. Increased recreation, particularly motorized, can lead to vandalism, site 
stripping, and other negative impacts. However, there is potential for 
the stabilization end use of historic sites for interpretive purposes 
within a recreation setting. 

6. Areas that are open to locatable and/or salable minerals can lead to 
surface disturbance, vandalism, demolition, and modification of historic 
mining sites. This is particularly true of hard rock mining areas. On 
the other hand, coal leasing related damage to historic sites is mitigated 
under Criterion 7 of the Coal Leasing Regulations and through the 
Programmatic Memorandum of Agreement between BLM/OSM/USGS/and the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation. 

7. Increased public awareness of historic sites through Public Inform&ion 
has a positive effect for such sites, but can also be negative by 
increasing knowledge of sites, thus leading to vandalism. 

Thus, while BLM actions can have effects on historic sites and resources, they 
can uslally be mitigated and the effects are not considered to be great. 

Table IV-38 shows the acreage found in the historic catagories for both known 
sites and for potential sites. 

TABLE Iv-38 

ACFST3 

A. NRHP sites 3310 

B. State/local sites 9590 

C. Limited sites 750 

D. High Potential 18,700 

E. Moderate Potential 1620 

F. Low Potential 3200 

Total 37,170 

PALEONTOLOGIC 

Impact to fossil remains could be caused by all surface and subsurface 
disturbing activities including road construction and residential development, 
altlthough mineral extraction could have the most effect. 

Destruction of fossil remains by vandals due to increased accessibility could 
also be caused by other resource uses. Although the destruction of fossils of 
scientific value constitutes the most significant impact to paleontology, the 
beneficial effect of increased exposure of otherwise hidden fossil resmins 
should be recognized. 

The only quantifiable differences between the alternatives relative to impacts 
on paleontologic resources are caused by general disposal. Fossils msy be 
adversely affected or lost if the post disposal land use is assumed to be 
residential. 

ALTERNATIVES Aand B 

Table IV-39 

Acres Adversely Acres Not 
Affected Affected Total 

Class Ia 0 0 0 

Class Ib 0 a00 800 

Class II 210 7430 7640 

Class III 0 - 28,730 28,730 

Total 210 36,960 37,170 

The only potential adverse effects under these alternatives involve lands which 
are believed to contain fossils, but that are not snticipted to be of 
scientific value (Class II). 

class III 560 - 28,170 28,730 

Total 950 36,220 37,170 

Even under this limited retention alternative, adverse impacts would be limited 
to lands believed to have no scientifically valuable fossils (Classes II and 
III). 

Class Ia 

Class Ib 

Class II 

Class III 

Total 

ALTERNATIVE D 

Table IV-41 

Acres Adversely Acres Not 
Affected Affected Total 

0 0 0 

0 800 800 

320 7320 7640 

240 - 28,490 28,730 

560 36,610 37,170 

As above, impacts are limited to lands having low potential for paleontologic 
resources. 

ALTERNATIVE E 

The analysis and table for this alternative is the same as Alternative D. 

GEOLOGIC FEATURES AND HAZARDS 

Impacts to geologic features and hazards could be caused by surface and 
subsurface disturbance activities, although mineral extraction would have the 
greatest effect. 

Alteration or destruction of geologic features could partially or totally 
destroy their scenic vlity I scientific, and educational usefulness. 
Disturbance of geologic hazards could aggravate the danger they pose to property 
and human safety. 

No adverse impacts have been identified under Alternatives A and B. A possible 
adverse impact to an identified geologic feature due to post disposal 
residential development occurs under Alternatives C, D and E. The 40 acre 
Management Unit 508 contains a good exposure of tilted sedimentary rocks of the 
Fountain Formation. 

MINERALS 

The primary impact on minerals is the degree of availability of the land for 
mineral development. The degree of availability is directly related to the 
prohibition or restrictions placed on development. The Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act (FLPMA) requires that restrictions be imposed on all minerals 
activities to prevent unnecessary and undue degradation of the BLM administered 
lands. These stipulations nmy result in some delay or loss of production. 

Restrictions imposed due to water quality, soil erosion, open space, scenic 
quality, recreational opportunity, geologic features and basards, and air 
quality concerns may cause some delay or loss of mineral production due to 
requirements for project design, location, and operating standards. Mineral 
production capability is maximized by totally unrestricted classifications and 
is reduced proportional to the restrictions imposed, dropping to zero in the 
case of totally restricted classification or prohibition. A rating system is 
used to quantify this degree of availability. This system displays the acres of 
land according to their geologic potential for certain minerals and the 
development restrictions. 

The development restrictions are listed by management unit for public lands in 
Appendix B. and by management sane for subsurface estate in Appendix C. The 
geologic potential of the federal lands was determined by a Level I inventory 
(literature search). The criteria used in classifying potential. are explained 
in Appendix A. A favorability rating is then calculated for each mineral under 
each alternative so that the differences in impacts to minerals availability can 
be quantified. This index can be converted to a percentage with 100% 
corresponding to minimum access restrictions for mineral operations and 0% 
representing total prohibition. Refer to Appendix A for a more complete 
explanation of the rating system. 

Locatable Minerals 

Surface management of locatable mineral operations is required by federal 
regulations (43 CFR 3809). Notices of Intent and Plans of Operations must 
contain stipulations to prevent unnecessary and undue degradation of the public 
lands. These stipulations may cause some delay or loss of mineral production. 

Disposal of public land under the Recreation and Public Purposes Act or Section 
203 FLPMA would close the reserved mineral estate to the location of mining 
claims due to the lack of regulations authorizing the disposition of locatable 
minerals on split estate lands. The minerals would rennin unavailable until 
such regulations are enacted. This would require Departmental action and is, 
therefore, beyond the scope of this plan. 

Each alternative designates certain land for disposal. This has the effect of 
changing the availability of the land from either available or concern area to 
closed. A separate calculation for this impact has been made for each 
alternative. 
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Designation of land as a concern area due to important wildlife habitat wy 
decrease the locatable mineral availability because of stipulations such 8s 
seasonal closures on operations, or avoiding disturbance of crucial habitat 
areas. In the case of an irresolvable conflict with 8 federally designated 
threatened or endangered species or its habitat, locatable mineral operations 
can be precluded, thus resulting in 8 total loss of the mineral deposit. 

Existence of cultural or paleontological resources within an are8 of locatable 
mineral. operations msy cause a delay of no store than 10 days to those 
operations. It is the responsibility of the operator to report and protect any 
such resources found during the course of operations; it is the federal 
government's responsibility to inventory, evaluate, and protect or remove the 
resource. 

Designation of lands as available maximizes the availability for locatable 
minerals development. Designation 8s a concern area may slightly decrease 
availability due to requiring stipulations to prevent unnecessary and undue 
degradation of identified non-mineral resource values. The closed designation 
has varying effects on availability depending upon the type of withdrawal. This 
could result in 8 minimal delay or loss to total prohibition of mineral 
development. Closed lands in Alternative A are those which are presently 
withdravn or classified, thus closing the land to mineral entry. None of the 
other alternatives recommends the closing of additional lands. The Bureau's 
ongoing withdraw81 review program, vhich is beyond the scope and authority of 
this Plan, may recommend the revocation of these withdrawals and 
classifications. 

Therefore, the favorability percentage for each of the alternatives does not 
represent a decision range that is under full discretionary control of the Area 
Manager as it vould be for oil 8nd gas or salable minerals. The more meaningful 
ccmprison between the alternatives lies in the calculations based on the 
question of disposal, as this type of decision is within the Area !%neger's 
discretionary authority. 

Analysis of Subsurface Estate 

Access restrictions versus locatable mineral potential for Management Zones 1 
through 10 found in Appendix C is sumnmrized in the following table: 

Table IV-42 

Potential 

M Moderate Low Total - 

Available 0 2890 100,270 103,160 

Concern 9870 62,840 46,000 8,710 

Closed 0 26,220 65,100 91,320 

Total 9870 sn,950 211,370 313,190 

Using the minersls rating system, 8 favorability index of 2.68 can be assigned 
for subsurface locatable minerals management. If all the acreage were placed in 
the available category, an index of 4.07 would result (this may be assigned a 
100% favorability). If all acres were closed, an index of 1.36 would result (0% 
favorability). Tnerefore, the 2.68 factor represents a 48.7% favorability 
campared to unrestricted availability of these lands. The lands 8re closed due 
to tvo reasons, both of which are beyond the scope of this plan: (1) some of 
these lands are patented with 8 reservation of all mineral rights under the 
Recreation and Public Purposes Act and are closed to mining claims; (2) The 
renaining lands represent mineral interests acquired by the United States. 
Locatable minerals cannot be claimed on these lands but must be leased according 
to federal regulations (43 CFR 3500). The resulting low favorability rating 
does not indicate decisions by this plan, but represents the acres closed to the 
location of mining claims for the two reasons mentioned above. 

Analysis of Public Land 

ALTERNATIVE A 

Table IV-43 

Potential 

lg& Moderate Low Total - 

Available 0 280 3930 4210 

Concern 19,420 1620 8250 29,290 

Closed 1460 1640 570 3670 

Total 20,880 3540 12,750 37,170 

Using the minerals rating system, a favorability index of 4.34 can be assigned 
for locatable minerals. 

Minimal restrictions for locatable minerals (all acreage placed in the available 
category) would result in a rating of 6.67 (A 100$ favorability). MsXimUn 

restrictions (all 8cres closed) would result in a rating of 2.22 (0% 
favorability). Therefore, Alternative A represents a 47.6% favorability. 

This analysis is for current land status only. Under Alternative A, 4700 acres 
are designated for disposal. Factoring In this loss of locatability due to such 
disposal, the acreage figures of the above table beccme: 

Table IV-43a 

Potential 

Qg Moderate Low Total - 

Available 0 240 760 1,000 

Concern 19,250 430 8,250 27,930 

Closed 1630 2870 3740 0,240 

Total 20,080 3540 12,750 37,170 

The favorability rating drops to 4.08, or 41.8%. This is a slight drop in 
f8vorability index despite the disposal of 12.4# P of the Resource Area's public 
land due to most of this acreage having low potential for the occurrence of 
locatable minerals. 

ALTERNATIVE H 

The difference of this alternative from Alternative A with respect to locatable 
minerals is to move 320 acres from available to concern area as follows: 
Management unit 202, 120 acres of low potential; unit 401, 120 acres of low 
potential; unit 514, 40 acres of moderate potential; and unit 604, 40 of the 80 
acres of moderate potential. This results in the following: 

Table IV-44 

Potential 

w Moderate LoW Total - 

Available 0 200 3730 3930 

Concern 19,420 1700 8450 29,570 

Closed 1460 1640 570 3670 

Total 20,880 3540 12,750 37,170 

A favorability index of 4.33 or 47.4% decision range utilized results, 
representing a very small decrease in minerals availability from 
Alternative A. 

Factoring in the loss due to disposal, however, further decreases the 
favorability index: 

Table IV-44a 

Potential 

m Moderate Low Total - 

Available 0 200 520 720 

Concern 19,420 1060 7140 27,620 

Closed 1460 2280 s 0830 

Total 20,880 3540 12,750 37,170 

This results in an index of 4.08 or 41.8:'. Again, as in Alternative A, most of 
the acreage designated for disposal is of low locatable mineral potential. 

ALTERNATIVE C 

The table and analysis for Alternative C is the same 8s it is for Alternative A 
and will not be repeated here. However, factoring in 14,570 acres of land to be 
disposed decreases locatable minerals availability: 

Table IV-4 5 

Potential 

!E&.i Moderate Low - 

Available 0 0 0 0 

Concern 18,280 0 2960 21,240 

Closed 2600 j5& 9790 15,930 

Total 20,880 3540 12,750 37,170 

The favorability index under this Alternative drops to 3.77, or 34.8% 

Total 
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ALTERNATIVE D Table IV-48 

The table and analysis for Alternative D is the same as it is for Alternative B 
and will not be repeated hem. Rowever, factoring in 12,980 acres of lands to 
be disposed decreases locatable minerals availability, but not quite as much as 
under Alternative C: 

Potential 

Table IV-46 

Potential 

Open 

Concern 

Closed 

Total 

E&&i Moderate 

2890 20,300 

49,480 39,210 

8080 39.170 

60,450 90,680 

Low - 

82,340 

37,150 

34,010 

153,500 

Total 

105,530 

125,840 

81,260 

312,630 

A favorability index of 3.39 can be calculated frcm this tabulation. If all 
the lands were open (minimum access restrictions) a factor of 5.10 would 
result. All lands closed (maximum restriction) gives a factor of 1.70. 
Therefore, the favorability index of 3.39 for current subsurface management 
represents 49.7% of decision range utilized. 

It should be noted that this figure is low because many of the lands closed 
are acquired subsurface estate from which the BIH has no authority to dispose 
of salable minerals. Congressional action would be required to grant this 
authority and is, therefore, beyond the acope of this plan. 

Analysis of Public Land 

ALTERNATIVE A 

Under Alternative A, the following acreages am designated and tabulated 
according to their patentlal for salable mineral occurrences. 

Table IV-49 

Potential 

w Moderate LOW Total - 

Open 320 450 3470 4240 

Concern 9980 13,870 480 24,330 

Closed 400 1930 s 8600 

Total 10,700 16,250 10,220 37,170 

This results in a favorability index of 3.87. An unrestricted favorability 
index (all lands Open) would be 6.06, a totally restricted (all lands Closed) 
index would be 2.02. Therefore, Alternative A represents a 45.8% utiliurtlon 
of discretionary land use allocatIon with regard to salable minerals 
availability. 

m Moderate LoW - 

Available 0 200 0 200 

Concern 18,280 860 3300 22,440 

Closed 2600 2480 9450 14,530 

Total 20,880 3540 12,750 37,170 

Total 

The favorability index for this alternative is 3.85, or 36.6%. 

ALTERNATIVE E 

The table and analysis is the same as Alternative D and will not be repeated 
hem. However, factoring in an additional 2960 acres disposal would decrease 
availability: 

Table IV-47 

Potential 

&&l Moderate Low Total - 

Available 0 200 0 200 

Concern 18,280 860 340 19,480 

Closed 2600 2480 12,410 17,490 

Total 20,880 3540 12,750 37,170 

The favorability index for this alternative is 3.77 or 34.8%. The transfer of 
land to the USPS under this alternative could further affect this rating due to 
that agency's differing regulatory authority for SurfECe nansgetnent of mining 
claims. BFS regulations usually require a more involved permitting process 
with increased agency control. 

SsIsbIeMierals 

Unlike locatable minerals, the authorized officer has complete control and 
discretion on whether or not to allow salable mineral (mineral wterials) 
production on vacant public lands. Consequently, there is a much greater 
potential impact to salable minerals availability due to land management 
decisions being considered in this plan. 

Disposal of public land under Section 203 FLPMA would not materially affect 
salable minerals availability nor vould the mnagement category likely be 
changed. Surface owners may be able to somewhat delay or limit production, 
but cannot prevent it. However, disposal under the Recreation and Public 
Purposes Act could lead the land manager to change the management category to 
one more restrictive. This would depend on the c@npatibility of mineral 
material production with the patentee's existing or planned land use, 

Designation of land as a concern area because of important wildlife habitat 
may decrease salable mineral availability due to stipulations such a seasonal 
cessation of operations or avoidance of crucial habitat areas. Severe 
conflicts with wildlife values or any irresolvable conflict with a federally 
designated threatened or endangered species would result in the rejection of a 
material sales application and resultant loss of the mineral. 

Existence of cultural or plleontologic resources may also result In a delay or 
loss of salable minerals production. If adverse impacts to such resoumes 
cannot be mitigated through stipulations in a material sales permit, then the 
per&t would not be issued, resulting in a loss of the mineral resource. 

Existence of unpatented mining claims on public land precludes the sale of 
mineral mterials. This would effectively move large acreages of land, 
especially within Management Zones 6 and 8, fran an open or concern area to 
closed. Because of the difficulties involved in canpiling a complete and 
accurate inventory that would be continuously subject to change this effect is 
not included in the analysis of salable minerals availability. 

Designation of lands as open represents the mximum availability of lands for 
material sales permit applications. Concern area designation does not 
decrease availability per se, but stipulations contained in a permit my 
result in delay or loss of mineral mrterial production to protect identified 
resource values. Management of salable mineral operations is governed by 
federal regulations (43 CFR 3600). A policy statemnt therein requires the 
disposal of mineral rmterial resources to be at fair market value while 
ensuring that adequate masums am taken to protect the environment and 
minimize damsge to public health and safety. Additionally, there is a 
prohibition against disposal of mineral rmterials vhere the aggregate damsge 
to the public lands would exceed the benefits of disposal, or cause 
unnecessary and undue degradation. Mining and reclamtion plans my be 
required of an applicant to accomplish this purpose. All these have the 
potential effect of delaying, reducing, or totally prohibiting salable mineral 
production. A closed designation indicates that all permit applications for 
lands so designated will be rejected, therefore, resulting In total loss of 
salable minerals availability. 

Analysis of Subsurface Estate 

Access restrictions and salable mineral potential for Management Zones 1 
through 10 found in Appendix C are summarized In the following table: 

ALTEXNATIVN B 

Under Alternative B, the salable minerals availability table is as follows: 

Table IV-50 

Potential 

g& Moderate Low Total - 

*en 40 380 3470 3890 

Concern 9540 13,930 400 23,870 

Closed 1120 1930 6350 9400 

Total 10,700 16,240 10,220 37,160 

The resultant favorablity index is 3.79, representing a 43.8% utilization of 
unrestricted decision range. This is only a slight decrease from Alternative 
A despite the emphasis on protection of resource values. 

ALTERNATIVE C 

The table and analysis for Alternative C is the same as for Alternative A and 
will not be repeated. The increased disposal of public land under this 
alternative my have a slightly larger but presently unmasurable negative 
impact on the availability of salable minerals than the other alternatives. 

ALTERNATIVE D 

The table and analysis for Alternative D is the same as for Alternative B and 
will not be repeated. Public land disposal may have a greater negative impact 
than Alternatives A or B but less than Alternative C. 

ALTERNATIVE E 

The table and analysis for Alternative E is the ssme as for Alternative B and 
will not be repeated. Public land transfer to the USFS and DOW my have a 
greater negative impact than Alternative A, B, or D and similar to C. 

Coal 

Since the Denver-F&ton Mesa Federal Coal Production Region has been cancelled, 
no Bureau-motion coal lease sales will be conducted within the Northeast 
Resource Area. Therefore, no alternatives can be formulated based on varying 
acreages of coal lands to be offered for lease. Since leasing within a 
cancelled coal production region is by application under federal regulations 
(43 CFR 34251, suitability determinations must be made on a case-by-case basis 
as applications are received. At present there am 8 preference right lease 
applications for which suitability determinations have been made. 

A suitability inventory -8 conducted on the 108,720 acres of federally-owned 
coal rights within the Denver Basin Known Recoverable Coal Resource Area 
(KRCRA) before the region was cancelled. This is shown as high potential coal 
land in the table below. Other lands known or suspected to contain coal 
outside of the KRCRA were not inventoried and show up as either swderate or 
low potential and all remain open to coal lease application. Appendix A has a 
mre detailed explanation of how potential ULS determined. 
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Only 380 public land acres (Mansgemcnt Units 101, 401, 1001, 1003) contain 
coal in the Northeast Resource Area, and this is as yet unevaluated by the 
unsuitability criteria. Tbenfore, no favorability index can be assigned. In 
the analysis of subsurface estate for reserved coal, all alternatives are 
represented by a categorisation accomplished through the unsuitability 
inventory conducted under federal regulations (43 CFR 3461.3-l) during 1981. 
The designations by potential are as follows: 

TABLE IV-51 

Potential 

%!I? Moderate Low None Total - 

Suitable 97,440 0 0 0 97,440 

open 0 102,910 73,180 0 176, ago 

Unsuitable 11.600* 0 0 0 11,600 

None 0 0 0 314,330 314.330 

Total 109,040 102,910 73,180 314,330 w9,46o 

*This figure is exaggerated by the inclusion of 40 acres around buildings, 
nest sites, floodplains, etc., which do not necesarily require 40 acres be 
designated unsuitable. Note that suitability findings are reviewed prior to 
leasing and during mine plan analysis. Both additional and reduced 
unsuitability mey be determined. 

This represents a favorability index of 5.47, or 82.3% of management range 
utilized. This calculation necessarily deletes the acreage currently 
unevaluated for suitability or lacking in coal resource. The index and 
percentage figures are low due to the exaggeration of the unavailable acreage. 
However, it should be noted that the land maneger's flexibility in this matter 
is limited since the application of the unsuitability criteria is required. 

Further impacts to coal land availability could occur if coal lease 
applications are received for any of the open acreage, thus necessitating a 
suitability determination. Areas determined unsuitable would not be leased, 
resulting in the loss of the coal resource. The auttirized officer may also 
reject a coal lease application in total or in part if it is determined that 
leasing would be contnrry to the public Interest. 

01 and Gas 

Categorisation of lands for oil and gas leasing and development restrictions 
was accaaplished through the Northeast Resource Area Oil and Gas Umbrella 
Envimnmsntal Assessment and is displsyed as Alternative A in Appendices B and 
C. 

Disposal of public land generally does not materially interfere with 
availability of the reserved mineral estate for oil and gas leasing and 
explorat Ion. 

Existence of cultural resources (as determined by a required site-specific 
survey) may necessitate a delay or suve the location of exploration efforts. 
Paleontological. resources can have the same effect, although a survey is not 
required in all easea. 

Designation of lands for standard stipulations maximizes their availability 
for oil and gas exploration. Seasonal stipulations prohibit exploration for 
certain periods of the year, but do not affect production once the well is 
established. Yearlong is known as the "NO Surface Occupancy" stipulation. It 
causes impacts to the availability of lands 80 encumbered due to the total 
prohibition of placing drilling equipment on the lease area. Such lands can 
only be developed through directional drilling from adjacent areas or through 
drainege. The open category Is known as "case by case review w of 
applications to determine leass acceptability and stipulations. This category 
is applied to areas of extremely low potential and suspected criticel areas 
that need nr~rs specific field study. Designation of areas as Unsuitable (No 
Lease) represents caaplete loss of that acreage for exploration and production 
as neither directional drilling or drainage can be allowed. 

Analysis of Subsurface Estate 

For reserved oil end gas, all alternatives are represented hv the 
categorization accomplished through the Oil and Gas Umbrella Environmental 
Assessment. 

Table IV-52 

Potential 

High Moderate Low Total - 

Standard 105,500 81,840 17,170 204,510 

Sea sonal 39,600 11,230 29,840 80,670 

Yearlong 2730 480 1840 5050 

Open 6960 160 30,520 37,640 

Unsuitable 0 520 480 1000 - - 

Total 154,790 94,230 79,850 328,870 

The iavorability index for this situation is 8.67. Minimum access 
restrictions (all acres standard stipulations) would rate an indsx of 9.35, 
whereas maximum restrictions (all acres unsuitable) would be 2.34. Therefore, 
the mineral estate designations for all alternatives represents a 90.36 
utilixatlon of available decision range. Note that the open acres have not 
been included in these calculations. Since no determinations have yet been 
made. 

Analysis of Public Land 

ALTERRATIVESAandC 

Table IV-53 

Potential 

s Moderate Low Total - 

Standard 1260 3000 2040 6300 

Seasonal 700 140 2430 3270 

Yearlong 7190 280 0 7470 

Open 0 0 19,260 19,260 

Unsuitable 570 0 300 870 

Total 9720 3420 24,030 37,170 

The favorability index of 2.87 can be calculated from this table. Minimum 
restrictions would rate an index of 6.44; maximum, 1.61. 
utilized is 26.1%. 

The decision range 
The increase in acres of land disposed in Alternative C is 

not expected to affect the availability of the reserved oil and gas. 

ALTERNATIVES B, D, and E 

These alternatives decrease mineral land availability: 

Table IV-54 

Potential 

x Moderate LOW Total - 

Standard 1020 3000 1880 5900 

Seasonal 590 140 2430 3160 

Yearlong 7410 280 0 7690 

Open 120 0 19,420 19,540 

Unsuitable 570 0 300 870 - 

Total 9710 3420 24,030 37,160 

The favorability index for these alternatives is 2.79. With the min&um and 
maximum values the same as Alternatives A and C, the decision range utilized 
is 24.42. This represents only a slight decrease in availability from 
Alternatives A and C. 

AIRQUAUTY 

The impact of management activities on the air quality of the area is expected 
to be temporary and minor for all of the alternatives assuming no large 
surface coal or gravel mines are developed. Because all areas are designated 
for General air resource management which limits air quality impacts by law, 
there will be no difference in the impacts expected between the alternatives 
except for the question of land disposal. Sale of lands msy allow private 
development of those lands and create more air pollution in Alternatives C, D, 
and E than in Alternatives A or B. 

Increased access acquisition and subsequent road construction would lead to 
localized minor increases in total suspended particulate8 (TSP) and exhaust 
emissions. Timber and firewood harvesting will also have a similar effect due 
mostly to vehicle traffic. Secondary effects may include greater combustion 
particulate concentrations due to increased residential wood-burning. Leasing 
of lands for agricultural use would lead to localized temporary TSP increases 
due to local winds. Prescribed burning causes significant temporary impacts 
to local air quality but is only done when dispersion conditions are good. 
Increases in developed recreation would lead to localized impacts due to 
traffic. Mineral development causes varying degrees of air quality 
degradation depending on the type and size of the project. Large coal and 
gravel mines can have significant impacts on air quality due to the large area 
of surface disturbance and on-site mineral handling and processing. These 
impacts may also be long-term, lasting up to 30 years or more. Smaller 
operations and most oil and gas development have only minor impacts on air 
quality. An oil or gas well 'blowout" (uncontrolled flow) can have a 
significant and potentially hazardous impact on local air quality due to 
release of carbon dioxide, hydrogen sulfide, or natural gas. 

In summary, surface disturbance, vegetation removal, and vehicle use can 
affect air quality. Sufficient quantifiable differences in impacts do not 
exist to identify one alternative as preferable to another relative to air 
quality. 

ROADSANDTRAILS 

There would be no significant affect on existing roads or trails by any 
alternative. The amount of mad construction can be compared for alternatives 
by reviewing the Access Section of this Chapter. 

PESTS 

Timber 5nagement will take Into consideration forest pest problems. 
harvesting will be designed to remove or reduce the effects of forest pests 
and diseased trees will take priority over healthy trees for removal. Chapter 
II describes the priorities for pest control and the actions to prevent forest 
pest problems and to protect the forest. 

Legal and pfsysical access can be a limiting factor in the pest control 
program, for obtaining access is a lengthy process and an epidemic may develop 
before access is obtained. Then the operation becomes one of salvage. 

Allowing pests to spread unchecked can reduce the scenic quality of an area, 
so pest management msy be allowed in scenic areas to reduce the visual. impact 
of an unchecked epideuic. 
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USE AUTHORIZATIONS 

Use authorizations would be limited to the retained lands and normal 
processing. Therefore, the more land retatned the more areas open to 
application. 

PUBLIC INFORMATION 

Increased activity or resource development would require increased public 
inforwtion. Alternatives B, C, and D would require much the same amount and 
type of public information, i.e. slight increase from present to respond to 
public requests. Alternative E would transfer responsibility to the USPS. 

UNAUTHORIZED USE 

Processing and rectifying cases is accomplished as possible. Therefore, all 
alternatives would be essentially the same, although disposed land would not 
need to be checked for unauthorized use after disposal. 

ECONOMICS 

The annual differences between alternatives is small related to local, 
regional, and national values. Regardless of the alternativa, BIM's effect on 
the econany is negligible. 

Combining those expenditures and values from the resources where there were 
xmasurable differences (forestry, hunting) between alternatives the following 
results are obtained. This does not include wildlife values lost if specific 
review areas are sold. 

Change in local and regional annual direct expenditures frcm Alternative A. 

B. $ 0 
C. -$2740 
Q. 4 939 
E. -$ 939 

Change in annual National Values from Alternative A. 

B. $ 0 
C. -$4564 
D. -$2502 
E. -$2502 

This analysis does not include resources where there are no measureable 
differences between alternatives, (e.g. coal), where resource values (e.g. air 
quality) or resource quantities (e.g. recreation) are not known. Nor does it 
include BM mansgement costs and benefits such that disposal benefits can be 
measured directly. The rest of this section discusses these benefits in more 
detail. The specific detailed analysis is available at the Canon City 
District Office. 

Local and Regional Impacts 

There are several key resources whose economic effects cannot be measured 
given present data constraints. The potential economic impacts are 
insignificant between alternatives, and are insignificant (with the possible 
exception of mineral development) in relation to the local econcmiies. A 
ccmparison of the differences of these resources by alternative is in the 
corresponding section of the environmental consequences (ch. Iv). The 
potential impacts economically are described below: 

1) Air Quality - Those actions which create a lowering of air quality mcy 
result in higher health and maintenance (eg. paint) costs. 2) Paleontolcgic, 
Cultural and Historic Resources - Those actions which reduce the availability 
of these resources to public observation may reduce tourism in a given area. 
In turn, this msy reduce local employsmnt and income. 3) Water Quality and 
Quantity - Actions which reduce water quality may result in higher clean-up 
costs if associated with mnnicipal water systems. Lower uater quality may 
reduce local income related to expenditures of fishermen if it reduces local 
fisheries. Also, water quality deterioration related to mining may reduce 
agricUltWe profitability if the deterioration is great enough to make the 
water unusable with different crop types. In addition, a reduction of water 
quantity msy have the sanm impacts, especially on agriculture. 4) Soil 
Erosion - Soil erosion may cause a reduction in productivity of agriculture. 
Similarly, reduced vegetation may result in lesser forage for cattle and 
wildlife, reducing herd size. This could reduce rancher profits or profits of 
those selling to hunters. 5) Visual Resources - Any local economic impact 
would have to result from decreased tourism and property values. 6) Open 
Space - Local impacts are primarily related to increased property values of 
Land near the open space. 7) Recreation - Increased tourist and recreation 
expenditures result when more land is utilized in this fashion. 8) Specific 
Mineral and Oil and Gas - Direct employment results fras the utilization of 
mineral resoumes. Employment results fran the mine, industries that make 
mining equipxent, industries utilizing mining materials, and sectors selling 
to those employed. These impacts may be significant, especially if the mining 
operation is not near population centers. 

It is emphasized that with the possible exception of mineral impacts, the 
total BLM economic impact from these resoumes is expected to be insignificant 
regardless of alternative. 

The following estimated impacts may occur regardless of alternative. 

Coal leasing: Estimates of coal leasing are the same for each alternative. 
ilat is, approximately 200 acres may be mined per year. Utilizing expected 

production rates from the Station Creek area, this cold constitute up to 5 
million tons per year. 

Employment at coal mines vary considerably with several different factors; 
primarily production rate, method (strip or underground), and geologic 
forxmtion. The first two are addressed here. 

Table IV-54 

Mine Production Tonnage Per Year(' Tonnage Production Per Miner Year 

O- 30,000 2,096 

30,000 - 100,000 3.356 

101,000 - 1,000,000 7,411 

1,000,001 - 14,651 

* Mineral information regarding value mined per employee ma derived from 
information from the Colorado Department of Natural Resources. 

Note that this is average production, not maximum. Within each mine size, 
productivity can vary greatly depending on geologic formation, mine stage, 
equipment types and coal market demand. Therefore, a mine at peak production 
could exceed the above worker productivity figures. 

At the tinm of this writing there are no up-to-date mdels specific to the 
planning units which uould be used to measure total employment, business 
sales, and income changes brought about tw coal. deVelODIm& However. the 
foll&ng tentative est‘imates have been &e based on revisions of Guidelines 
V, Regional Multipliers January 1977, an earlier input-output (1-O) study by 
the Rweau of Economic Analysis; The Upper Colorado Mainstem, an I-O study 
contracted by the BIM Colorado State Office; and Colorado State 

"he coal mining nmthod is expected to be strip mining. If underground mining 
nethods are used the quantity of employees in a mine producing over l,OOO,OOO 
tons will be from two to three times the required surface mining employment 
for the same output. Average production ranges for surface mines are as 
follows: 

employment/gross value data. 

The entire region, has an estimated bzviness multiplier of 2.7 for coal.. This 
multiplier times the dollar value of coal exported shows the average 
cumulative impact of a change in the level of business activity In the 
industry. Thus, the impact of the coal sales includes not only the value of 
the coal, but the increased sales made by suppliers of the coal industry, and 
the increased purchases made by households and services who have benefitted 
frcm these sales. 

Additionally, an increase in business sales will cause an increase in income 
within the region assuming the coal is exported. If the coal is used within 
the region instead of imported fuel, the regional gains would be at least 
equal to the costs of the previously utilized services times a multiplier. As 
the income increases, it changes hands through households and creates further 
spending and incoms. Utilizing the Bureau of Economic Analysis income to 
gross sales ratio, an estimated S.85 is added to regional incane for each 
$1.00 of coal exported. 

Just as an increase in business sales and incom: results fraa expanded coal 
activity, so does an increase in employment occur. Utilizing figures from the 
Upper winstem of the Colorado River, total employment for $lOO,OOO of coal 
sales would be 2.78. Expected multiplier differences can be attributed 
partially to the area, date of the survey, and differences in mining types. 
Most importantly, differences in support services, such as the headquarters 
have an impact, and tend to distort the average figures higher fran what a 
marginal increase would be. 

Applying employment estimates according to n&nine size the following estimates 
are made: 

Mine Size (Annual Tonnage) 

30,001 - 100,000 

Table IV-55 

Minimum Regional ELnployment 
Generated by $1,000,000 in Coal Sales* 

26.57 

100,001 - 1,000,000 12.03 

1,000,001 - 6.08 

* Average productivity for different mine sixes tines the multiplier fbr 
Colorado Mainstem adjusted by regional sale differences. Assumes a value of 
$20 per ton of coal.. 

If the 200 acre/year mine is developed it would be expected to have a 
production rate of approximately 5,000,OOO tons per year. The direct and 
indirect employment generated is expected to be betveen 300-450 people. The 
validity of these estimates are a first approxismtion. In the rural areas 
such as east Elbert and Lincoln counties the estimates are considered high 
because most linkages to the mining industry and rarny areas where miners will 
shop (e.g. Denver, Colorado Springs) are located outside these counties. Near 
urban areas this multiplier is understated since most effects will be captured 
in the area, and the mineral industry has extensive linkages. 

2. Oil and Gas Leasing: Additional oil and gas activities should not lead to 
significant population changes in the NERA. Extrapolating from the Upper 
Colorado mainstem model in Northwest Colorado, it is estimated that the urban 
Front Range would have greater than 
$1.000,000 of oil and gas produced. 

4 additional jobs created for every 
This includes the oil and gas employees, 

company operations, and other employment frcm expenditures in the area. In 
contrast, oil and gas activity on the rural Eastern Plains would probably 
generate less than four Jobs per $l,OOO,OOO locally (although it would be 
greater if spinoff Jobs in urban areas were included). In either case 
anticipated effects are the saw under each alternative and are expected to be 
minimal. 

3. Salable and Locatable Minerals: In 1980 data shows that there ras 
slightly greater than 1.6 employees per $76,783 of salable mineral value and 
1.2 for $159,151 of locatable mineral value in the NERA. This includes direct 
and indirect employment. The locatable figure is biased upward due to a large 
molybedenum mine, without which the figure vould be closer to $15,000 per 1.2 
employees reflecting the large percentage of small operations for gold and 
silver. Regardless of alternative, the leasing of these minerals is expected 
to have an insignificant local effect. 

Measurable resources which show some local and regional differences by 
alternative are: 

Value in terms of 
iid ~'~~~f50 

energy saved is $2755 for Alternative A 
for Alternative C ; and $1863.25 for Alternative D and E. In 

each case value is measured from the energy saved of heating from fireplaces. 
It is assumed that energy payments go outside the region and this is money 
saved within the region. Regardless of which alternative is selected the 
regional impact is negligible and there are little locsl impacts since the 
quantity of EM firewood will not affect the local price structure. 



2. Grazing: In all cases the current grazing levels are expected to 
continue. Therefore the BW impact on the local econosy is the same as that 
indicated in the affected environment. While areas open to lease would 
change, judging frao past behavior any overall difference would be minimal. 
Where land is disposed of continued livestock use is expected. 

3. Wildlife: Inventories of wildlife on all BI&i administered lands are not 
complete at this time. Therefore a baseline fraa which to compare is lacking. 
Analysis of units which may be put to different use causing changes in 
wildlife habitat were exsmined such that the alternatives can be compared. 
Alternative A (current management) is the baseline alternative in this respect 
and all alternatives are being compared to that. Only hunting values for 
antelope, deer, elk, and bighorn sheep are included in this analysis. 

Table IV-56 

Change In Variable Local Expenditures * by Alternative 

A B C D E 

Deer Baseline 0 - $ 667 - $48 -$48 

Elk Baseline 0 - $1587 0 0 

Total Baseline 0 - $1652 - $48 48 

l Exclude6 multiplier. Estimated $r regression of variable hunter 
expenditures on population and hunters, in the region divided by herd. 
Assumes in-state and out-of-state hunter ratio is the same as the state ratio. 
Estimates are based on 1981 data fram "An Input-Output Analysis of Sportsman 
Expenditures in Colorado" by John R. McKean. 

A large area is designated for specific review under alternatives C, D, and E. 
If all these acres are sold a quantity of animals will be lost. The following 
are the estimated variable local expenditures lost if all specific review 
areas are sold and the habitat is lost: 

Table IV-57 

Low Medium Htih 

Deer $ 9627 $11,248 $12,868 

Elk $ 224’7 $ 2710 $ 3173 

Antelope $ 9 8 9 $ 9 

%heep $ 1137 $ 1241 $ 1345 

Total $13,020 $15,208 $1?,395 

l Using canparative expenditure data fran a 1973 DOW contracted survey. 
Xn all cases the difference in local and regional expenditures between 
alternatives will be insignificant to the local economies. 

National Values 

Rational values are defined as the net economic gain f'ran an activity. For 
instance, the value of additional cattle minus the cost of production would 
represent net economic gain. Activities such as recreation have no nmrket 
prices, therefore, the net gain is what the recreator is willing to pay over 
his actual costs to participate in the activity. Ret gains are portrayed on 
an annual basis. 

Some resource values cannot be measured by this method for any one of the 
following three reasons: 1) the economic data is not available; 2) the 
economic data is too variable given our current knowledge of the resource; and 
3) the resource data is not available. In all cases the values are expected 
to be insignificant in regard to the total and in regard to the differences 
between alternatives. The following are the key unsmasured elements: 

1) Air Quality - Those actions which create a lowering of air quality may 
restiit in higher health and xmintenance costs, as well as a lower perceived 
quality of life. Therefore, the national values msy be lower or even 
negative, although the perceived value of the entrepsnuer (e.g. miner) will 
not take this into account. 2) Paleontological, Cultural, and Historical 
Re noun2 es - Those actions which reduce the availability of these resources to 
public observation reduce the net benefits to the consumers of those 
activities. 3) Water Quality and Quantity - Actions which reduce water 
quality incur higher costs and preclude some activities (e.g. sgriculture, 
fisheries) reducing the net value to producers and consumers of these uses. A 
reduction in vater quantity redlrces these activities benefits as well. 
The net national benefits of the actions which reduce miter quality or 
quantity are reduced by the net losses to these other activities. 4) soil 
erosion reduces the net benefits of some crop production, and those benefits 
accmed by hunters because of increased wildlife. 5) Visual Resources and 
Open Space - Any degradation reducea the net benefit of those I&O enJoy that 
resource. 6) Recreation - An increase in recreational use is a net benefit to 
the consumers who are able to participate. Additionally, users of other areas 
which experience less congested use benefit. 7) Mineral or Oil and Gas-Usage 
increases national value by the sale price minus extraction costs (which 
includes costs to other uses precluded). 

It is emphasised that the total BLM impact on national values is expected to 
be insignificant regardless of alternative. 

Resources which are measureable and the estimates of annual value made are as 
follous: 

1. Puelvood. The value of a cord of fuelwood is estimated at $20 based on 
current users responses. Therefore, annually Alternative A = $7600, 
Alternative B = $7600, Alternative C = $4600; Alternative D and E = $5140. 
This does not include fuelwaod currently considered unavailable which 
technological change could smke useable in the future. 

2. Grazing. Actively grazed lands are expected to resmin the same regardless 
Of alternative. Using the aversge private leasing rate the annual value 
of $8904.40 is derived. 
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3. Wildlife. Actual estimates of wildlife on BIM administered lands 
are not available. Wildlife values were derived from data obtained fru? 
questionsires used in McKeans uAn Input-Output Analysis of Sportsnmn 
Expenditures in Colorado" . Analysis of hunting values as they differ 
between alternatives was done by limiting the scope of per annual 
estimates to only those tracts where differences between alternatives 
exist. The results are as follows: 

Table IV-58 

Annual Hunter Value of Wildlife by Alternative 

A 13 C D E 

Deer Baseline 0 - $ 593 - $42 -$42 

Elk Baseline 0 - $ 971 $0 $0 

Total Baseline 0 - $1564 - $42 -$42 

A large area requires specific review under Alternatives C, D, and E. If all 
these acres are sold a quantity of animals will be lost. 

The following are the estimated annual national values that are lost if all 
the specific review areas are sold and the habitat is lost: 

Deer 

Elk 

Sheep 

Antelope 

Total 

Low 

$ 8551 

$ 2063 

$ 8995 

$ 17 

$19,626 

Table IV-59 

Medium 

$ 9990 

$ 2488 

6 9813 

$ 17 

$22,308 

High 

$11,429 

$ 2913 

$10,631 

s 17 

$24,990 

The effect on management efficiency is improved with greater transfer and 
disposal. since the m3re costly and least beneficial tracts of public land 
became the responsibility of uore appropriate entities, and therfore more 
efficient managers. Alternative B would be slightly m3re costly in both the 
short and long term than Alternative A but would also increase benefits 
derived from the public lands. Alternative C would requie a small increase in 
funding in the short term and would ultimately reduce costs slightly but the 
benefits would also be reduced. Alternative D would require increased funding 
but not as great as Alternative A or B and would provide increased benefits. 
Alternative E would slightly reduce the short term funding and greatly reduce 
the long term funding needs but Muld also reduce benefits somewhat. 

The following chart presents the expected percentage changes in BW management 
costs by alternative. The base from which these figures are estimated is the 
cost of past management, recently ranging from $225,000 to $SOO,OOO per year. 
The estimates are given in percentage change from the base because specific 
projects are not identified in the plan. 

Alternative 

A B C D E 

1st 5 Years +1-t% +182 +7x +15% - 6% 

After 5 Years +17% +18$ -3% +15% -67s 

The following assumptions were utilized to derive the estismtes: 

1. Costs within the first 5 years are assumed to include the majority 
of the work associated with land disposal. 

2. Fixed costs were identified as the building and public functions 
except in Alternative E where the Forest Service would assume most 
of these responsibilities. 

3. 'Potal variable costs were assumed to be proportional to the 
estimated changes in work months. 

4. The base cost range differs from Alternative A because several 
changes from lest management have recently become necessary, 
therefore present management (Alternative A) is somewhat nmre 
costly. 

5. Alternative E assumed the need to retain 3 specialists in the 
Colorado State Office to deal with the subsurface estate. 
The savings in BIM costs under this alternative are costs which 
msy be incurred by other agencies which will manage the land. 

socl0LooY 

Little population change will result fran any of the land use allocation 
decisions with the possible exception of coal leasing. If coal production 
occurs as is equally possible under each alternative, the estimated 
demographic impacts are described in the economic section. A specific social 
analysis will be nmde on a case-by-case basis at the time of lease 
application. It should be noted that coal mining would be expected to occur 
in the Known Recoverable Coal Resource Areas (KRCRA). If development occurs 
in those portions of the KRCRA close to Denver or Colorado Springs there 
should be minimal infrastructure or social impacts. If development occurs in 
the rural eastern fringes of the KRCRA, infrastructure demands and social 
structure could be affected, These areas are unaccustomed to rapid growth 
such that infrastructure (e.g. schools, police) planning and funding may be 
inadequate. Additionally, the wage differential between mining jobs and local 
industry (primarily agriculture) could cause temporary displacenmnt and a rise 
in area wages. Also, conflicts may result fran the newcomers, especially in 
the construction phase. Construction workers moving closer to the site will 
create demands on local rental housing and recreational facilities which will 



40 

compste with the demands and uses of locsl residents. Construction workers 
tend to be younger than a rural area's ppulation, and not as interested in 
the community since they will be there for only a short time period. This 
would be considered a negative impact by the small town or rural comnmnity 
where most people knov each other. 

No other activity will result in potentially significant impacts to any 
portion of the region's social organization or well being. Rather, the social 
implications of BIM's actions in the Northeast Resource Area will be site 
specific and generally confined to a particular type of user group. Any 
decision will usually produce trade-off social advantages for sonm persons or 
groups and social disadvantages for others. For instance, a decision 
involving mining may help companies and the local economy, but might damage 
wildlife habitat which would negatively affect hunters. The differing social 
impact between alternatives is minimal. The following identifies some of the 
affected groups when alternatives differ. 

1. The study (see Affected Environment) identified firewood harvesting 
as a need in northeastern Colorado. Alternatives A and B provid the 
greater opportunity for firewood harvesting than D and E, while 
Alternative C has the least. The maximum difference (between A and 
C) will affect approximately 75 fsmilies by reducing their 
consumption 2 cords per year. 

2. Disposal could reduce opportunities in recreation by limiting access 
and reducing wildlife habitat. Recreation potential was an 
important element to those interviewed (see Affected Environment). 
Alternatives A and B would limit recreational opportunity (primarily 
hunting and wildlife viewing) the least, followed by D,E, and C. 
The impact on user groups between alternatives should be extremely 
small due to the current limited recreational use of the lands 
considered for disposal. 

3. Disposal will impact some ranchers currently holding leases. It 
could result in the purchase of the land by the rancher, or the 
discontinuance of the lease if purchased by another party. In some 
of these cases it would be a hardship to the rancher, while being a 
benefit to the new purchaser and the federal treasury. The quantity 
of those affected ranges from 12 in Alternative B, to 14 in 
Alternatives A, D, E, to 21 in Alternative C. 

4. Scenic quality and open space are a concern to many people in the 
NERA. Retaining public lands which fulfill this objective is 
primarily done in Alternatives B and D. This benefits those in the 
surrounding area who have expressed a preference for open space as 
well as recreationists who would use it. Those who wish to purchase 
and develop this land as well as those who would utilize the land 
directly (e.g. suburban homes) are negatively impacted. 

CUMULATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES 

A. Continuation of Current Management (No Action Alternative) 

Approximately 4700 acres would be disposed of to non-public entities 
and the BlM would continue to manage approximately 32,350 acres under 
the multiple use concept as per the Federal Land policy and Management 
Act of 1976 (FLFMA). An additional 619,700 acres of subsurface 
mineral estate would be managed for mineral production in cooperation 
with the surface owners. 

Access to public lands would continue at the present level, legal 
public access to approximately 7450 acres. 

Wildlife habitat maintenance would continue on approximately 31,820 
acres, and 26,210 acres of excellent and good potential habitat would 
be under federal or DDW control. 

The forested land in the front range (approximately 17,640 acres) 
would continue to have limited harvest permitted (380 cords per year) 

Water quality, floodplains, and water sources would be maintained. 
Soil erosion would be minimal. 

Protection of valuable open space would not be pursued and 80 acres 
would be disposed of to non-public entities. A projected 2330 acres 
would likely have their scenic quality reduced slightly. 

Recreational opportunities will remain nearly the same except on 
approxinmtely 9180 acres where a loss of semi-primitive character 
would change to roaded natural. 

Minerals development would continue under the highest alternative 
favorability for locatable, salable, oil and gas, and coal. 

The largest amount of vegetation disturbance would occur under this 
alternative. 

Expected nmnagement costs would increase 17% from previous years. 
This Cost is relatively equal to Alternatives B and D but higher than 
C or E. 

B. Moderate BLM Retention and Increased Response to Issues 

Approximately 3690 acres would be disposed of to non-public entities 
and 14,770 acres turned over to other appropriate public agencies. 
The SIH would increase multiple use mangement (FLFMA) on approximately 
21,570 acres. Subsurface mineral responsibility would increase to 
approximately 620,110 acres in cooperation with the surface owners. 

Access to public lands would be pursued to valuable tracts. 
Approximately 12,420 acres would become accessible to the public. 

Wildlife habitat improvement would take place on 32,020 acres, and 
25,740 acres of excellent and good potential habitat will be under 
federal or DOW control. 

Timber and fuelwood management and harvesting would stay the same as 
the currant situation. Approximately 17,640 acres would be available 
for harvesting and 380 cords per year would be sold. 

Water quality, floodplatns, and water sources would be maintained as 
under the current management alternative. Soil erosion would be the 
sam as current nanagement also. 

Much of the valuable open space tracts in the front range would be 
protected (15,250 acres). Approximately 1030 valuable acres would be 
disposed of to non-public entities. S~nr, 2250 acres would likely have 
their scenic quality reduced slightly. 

Recreational opportunities will be slightly changed in character. 
Approximately 1640 acres of semi-primitive type land will be altered 
to roaded natural and 4530 acres of roaded natural character will 
beconm rural in character. 

Minerals development would continue under high favorability ratings 
for locatable minerals and coal. Salable, and oil and gas 
favorability for developwnt would decrease by about 2 percent from 
current management. 

Vegetative disturbance will probably be only slightly less than under 
current management. 

Expected snnagement costs would increase 18% from previous years. 
This cost is relatively equal to Alternatives A and D but higher than 
C or E. 

C. Liiitcd BLM Retention and Response to Issues 

Approximately 9620 acres would be transferred to other public 
agencies, 9130 acres would be put up for general sale, and 17,810 
acres would, after specific review, be retained, transferred, or 
disposed of as determined appropriate. Only 3480 acres would remain 
administered by the BIM and most of that associated with Riverside 
Reservoir. Subsurface mineral estate acres would rise to 630,890. 

Access to public lands would not he pursued and 240 acres with access 
would be disposed of leaving 7210 acres with legal access. 

Approximately 23,480 acres of important wildlife habitat including 
other public agency disposal lands and specific review lands would 
be maintained, and 18,840 acres of excellent and good potential 
habitat will be under federal or DOW control. 

The acres available for timber and fuelwood harvesting would be 
reduced to 13,780. The annual harvest would be reduced to 230 cords. 

Water quality concern areas and floodplains would be partly disposed 
of, increasing the risk of degradation. All water sources would be 
protected. Soil erosion would he slightly reduced due to a small 
reduction in vegetative disturbance. 

Valuable open space tracts would not be specifically protected and 
1800 acres would be disposed of to non-public entities. The greatest 
degradation of scenic quality would occur under this alternative. 
Approximately 930 acres of high quality and 4180 acres of somewhat 
less quality would be degraded. 

Recreational opportunities will be greatly reduced due to disposal and 
character changes. Approximately 8860 acres of semi-primitive 
character would change to roaded natural or rural and 5650 acres of 
roaded natural character would change to rural. 

Minerals development would be less favorable for locatable minerals 
than any other alternative. Salable, coal, and oil and gas 
development favorability would rate equal to current management 
(highest of alternatives). 

Vegetative disturbance would be the lowest of any alternative. 

Expected smnagement costs for the first 5 years would increase 7% from 
previous years, thereafter it vould decrease by 3%. This would result 
in a cost savings for the BLM over Alternatives A, B. and D only. 

D. Limited BLM Retention and Increased Response to Issues 

Approxismtely 10,810 acres would be transferred to other public 
agencies, 7550 acres would be put up for sale, and 16,700 acres would, 
after specific review, be retained, transferred, or disposed of as 
determined appropriate. Approximately 4980 acres would be retained by 
the BIH. Subsurface mineral smnagesmnt acres would increase to 
628,200. 

Access to public lands would increase to 8340 acres even with disposal 
of 80 acres with existing access. 

BlM and other public agency lands where wildlife habitat would be 
maintained or improved total 26,580 acres, and 21,380 acres of 
excellent and good potential habitat will be under federal or DOW 
control. 

Timber and fuelwood harvesting would be reduced to 257 cords per year 
fran approximately 17,140 acres. 

Water quality concern areas and floodplains would be partly disposed 
Of, increasing the risk of degradation. All water sources would be 
protected. Soil erosion wuld be only slightly higher than 
Alternative C. but still quite low. 

Valuable open space would be protected on 15,840 acres, but 440 
valuable acres would be disposed of. Approximately 2570 acres would 
have their scenic quality reduced slightly. 

Recreational opportunities would be similar to Alternative B (i.e. 
relatively little change). 

Niners.l.s development favorability would be reduced by 5% for locatable 
minerals and 2% for oil and gas. Salable and Coal would rermin the 
same. 

Vegetative disturbance would be just slightly higher than under 
Alternative C. 

Expected management costs would InCmaSe 15% from preVioUS years. 
This cost is relatively equal to Alternatives A and B but higher than 
C or E. 
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NET ENERGY ANALYSIS 

An energy analysis was not performed for this environmental impact statement 
because no major actions affecting specific sites are being proposed. A 
site-specific energy analysis will be included in the environmental document 
prepared for any major site specific actions. A meaningful net energy 
analysis requires that a specific action be analyzed and some preliminary 
engineering data be availalble. 

E. No BLM Retention (Prefemd Alternative) 

All surface lands with public value would be transferred or disposed 
of to public agencies. Non-public value lands would be disposed of to 
non-public entities. 

The USFS would gain responsibility of 23,640 acres in the front range 
and the National Park Service 120 near Estes Park. State and local 
governments would acquire 8720 acres. General sale of the remaining 
7550 acres would be initiated. The subsurface mineral estate under 
BLM administration would increase to 631,270 acres. Since other 
public sgencies would be controlling management of all the lands that 
under Alternative D where to be retained or reviewed by the BLM little 
actual difference in impacts can be expected. 

The USFS management might differ with regard to access (less would 
probably be pursued), open space (not specifically protected), and 
locatable minerals (their regulations are slightly less favorable for 
development). In general no significant nmnagesmnt differences from 
Alternative D expected. 

Expected smnagement costs for the first 5 years would increase 6% from 
previous years, thereafter it would decrese by 67%. This would result 
in a significant cost savings for the BIM particularly over the long 
term relative to all other alternatives. 

UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACI-S 

No unavoidable impacts are expected to be regionally significant since 
mitigative measures (standard and special stipulations, and requirements for 
site spscific reviews) will be included as a part of all alternative 
implementation. The two actions proposed that could possibly be considered as 

I being locally significant are land sales and cosl strip mining. Still, once 
all mitigative measures are considered the potential impacts would be 
minimized. The possibility of coal mining actually occurring is controlled by 
industry and therefore is the sasm under all alternatives. The amount of land 
offered for sale is determined by the BLM and therefore varies (from 3,930 
acres to 26,940 acre81 between alternatives. The amount of acres that would 
be sold to non public entities are as follows: 

A. 3,930 acres 
8. 3,690 acres 
c. 9,130 - 26,940 acres 
D. 7,550 - 24,250 acres 
E. 7,550 acres 

The ultimate lnavoidable adverse impacts of these sales is the loss of 1) 
payments in lieu of taxes to counties, 2) public uses such as recreation and 
firewood cutting, and 3) federal treasury reciepts for authorized use. 

SHORT TERM USE VERSUS L-ONG TERhl PRODUCTIVITY 

Few activities rary be sacrificing long term productivity for short term use. 
First, if and where land sales result in residential development the long tens 
productivity of natural resources is being precluded. Where mineral 
extraction occurs the benefits occur exclusively in the short tens. Short 
term uses of vegetation (grazing, forestry, and wildlife) are managed under 
all alternatives to improve or at least maintain the long term productivity of 
vegetation. Directly related, the long tens productivity of the soil resource 
is protected. Soil disturbing activities necessarily increase both risk and 
actual soil loss (erosion). All these activities are spscifically designed 
and reviewed to minimize the loss or possibly to eliminate the risk. 

IRREVERSIBLE OR IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENTS OF RESOURCES 

The changes in land status are considered irreversible since it is unlikely 
they would revert to a federal agency particularly the BLM. 

Table IV-60 

Public Land Status by Alternative 

A B C D E 

BIM 32,350 21,570 3470 4970 0 

USFS 2860 13,350 2860 5040 23,640 

NPS 120 0 0 120 120 

State 0 1420 4310 3750 6820 

county 0 0 2450 1900 1900 

Private 770 1230 0 1480 1480 

General. 3930 2460 9130 6070 6070 

Specific Review 0 0 17,810 16,700 0 

TGTAL 40,030 40,030 40,030 40,030 40,030 

The disposal and potential residential development would be an irreversible 
and irretrievable cuamitment of natural resources except minerals since they 
are retained. The use and unrecoverability of minerals is also an 
irreversible and irretrievable commitment of minerals (although soms are 
recyclable). Soil erosion is an irreversible and irretrievable loss of the 
basic vegetative substrate. Changes of Recreation Opportunity and Visual 
Resource Management classes toward the facility, altered, or greater man 
influenced character is generally an irreversible and irretrievable 
commitment. 

A thorough examination is the best method of reviewing the impacts of each 
alternative. See Chapter IV and Comparison Chart in Chapter II for complete 
details. 

C-R V 

CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 

This Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement document was 
prepared by a team of specialists with expertise in numerous fields. Table V-l 
lists the individuals, their titles, and responsibilitfes. 

Table V-l 

Interdisciplinary Team Members 

ProJect Manager - - - - Frank Young 
Northeast Resource Area Manager 
B&Forestry, 18 Years of Experience 

Team Leader - - - - - - David Hallock 
Natural Resource Specialist 
B&Forestry, 9 Years of Experience 

Technical Coordinator - Richard Watson 
Geologist 
ES- Geology, 7 Years of Experience 

Technical Coordinator - Susan Taylor 
Natural Resource Specialist 
BS-Wildlife, 8 Years of Experience 

Technical Coordinator - Gary Rutherford 
E!conomist 
BS-History, MS-Urban Planning, 
MS-Agricultural Economics, 5 Years of Experience 

Clerical and Typing - - Elner Rush 
Clerk Typist for District Office 
College Rusiness, 16 Years of Experience 

Carolyn Clarke 
Area Clerk 
High School, 1.6 Years of Experience 

Sharon Hannah 
Clerk Typist for District Office 
College Business, 3 Years of Experience 

Team Specialists ---- Bob Addison 
Soil Scientist 
BS-Agromony, 12 Years of Experience 

Scott Archer 
Air Quality Specialist 
BS-Environmental Science and Chemistry 
7 Years of Experience 

Fredric J. Athearn 
Historian 
BA, MA, and Ph.D History, 14 Years of Experience 

John Beardsley 
Archaeologist 
BS-Anthropology, 8 Years of Experience 

Mary Carl 
Forester 
BS-Forestry, 5 Years of Experience 

RonDorn 
Engineer 
BS-Engineering, 28 Years of Experience 

Harold May 
Fire Control Coordinator 
High School, 10 Years of Experience 

Jim Perry 
Forester 
BS-Forestry Management, 5 Years of Experience 

Don Prichard 
Fisheries Biologist 
BS-Fisheries, 12 Years of Experience 

Mark Pyle 
Engineering Technician 
BS-Civil Engineering, 8 Years of Experience 

Barbara Schmalz 
Sociolcgist 
BS-History/Sociology, MA-Sociolcgy 
11 Years of Experience 

Bill Schneider 
Recreation Planner 
BA-Geology, MS-Recreation 
17 Years of Experience 
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Team Specialists Cant' - Vern Stahl 
Realty Specialist 
BS-Forest/Range Management 
12 Years of Experience 

sue Taylor 
Natural Resource Specialist 
B&Wildlife, 8 Years of Experience 

Richard Watson 
Geologist 
BS-Geology, 7 Years of EkperienCe 

Howard Wertsbaugh 
Rydrologist 
ES-Watershed Management 
19 Years of Experience 

Ernie Wesswick 
Soil Scientist 
BS-Agronomy, 28 Years of Experience 

Over the last 3 years these team members have consulted and coordinated with 
many individuals. organizations, and government agencies that make up the BLM's 
"public". Table V-2 is a partial list. 

Table V-2 

Public Participation 

Individuals - Approxinmtely 300 parsons including all surface ovners over 
Known Recoverable Coal Resource Areas. 

Organizations -Energy Companies 
Conservation Associations 
Mineral Companies 
Professional Societies 
Wildlife Associations 
Sportsmen Associations 
Livestock Associations 
Irrigation Companies 
Recreational Associations 
Guides and Outfitter Companies 
Youth Associations 
Mineral Associations 
Cultural Associations 
Public Service Companies 

Government Agencies - 

Federal - Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service 
U.S. Forest Service 

Department of Interior, Fish amd Wildlife Service 
Minerals Management Service 
National Park Service 
Office of Surface Mining 
U.S. Geological Survey 
Bureau of Reclamation 

Department of Arn~ 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Department of Transportation 

State - Office of the Governor 
Board of land Commissioners 
Division of Planning, State Clearinghouse 
Division of Wildlife 
Division of Parka and Outdoor Recreation 
Department of Health 
Department of Highays 
Division of Mines 
Division of Water Resources 
Geological Survey 
Forest Service 
Soil Conservation 
Universities 
Preservation Office 
Division of Local Affairs 

Local - Adams County 
Arapahoe County 
City of Arvada 
Boulder County 
City of Brighton 
City of Broomfield 
Cheyenne County 
Clear Creek County 
City of Colorado Springs 
City of Denver 
Douglas County 
El Paso County 
Elbert County 
City of Englewood 
City of E&es Park 
Gilpin County 
City of Golden 
Jefferson County 
Kit Carson County 
Larimer County 
Lincoln County 
City of Littleton 
Lcgan County 
tbrgan County 
City of Longmont 
City of Northglenn 
Park County 
Phillips County 
Sedgvick County 
Washington County 
City of Thornton 
Weld County 
Yuam County 
Denver Regional Council of Governments (COG) 
Larimer Weld CM; 
Pikes Peak COG 

In addition to informal contacts betveen the team and these publics, formal 
organized psrticipetion was solicited. This particiIat.ion was solicited through 
use of a mailing list containing approxismtely 600 addresses, Federal Register 
notices, and media news releases. Taale V-3 is a schedule of the public 
participations activities. 

Noveuber , 1980 

February, 1981 

Rarch, 1980 

April, 1981 

April 29, 1981 

thy 22, 1981 

%Y, 1981 

&me 11, 1981 

October, 1981 

Nov. 19, 1981 

Nov. 24, 1981 

January, 1982 

W, 1982 

March, 1983 

April, 1983 

thy 20, 1983 

October, 1983 

Table V-3 

Public Participation Activities 

Federal Register Notice that the plan was beginning. 
Also, notice smde direct to the Colorado State 
Cleariwhouse. 

Infornml contacts identified issues. 

Publish and distribute newsletter with response form 
announcing 9 public meetims. Federal Register notice 
made, Media notified. 

9 Public meetings, ami a meeting with state agencies 
identified issues. 

Coal Inventory meeting with US Geological Survey and 
Office of Surface Mining. 

Issue identification period closed. 

District Advisory Council reviewed issues and commented. 

Regional Coal Tesm meeting, decision was rmde to 
cancel the Denver-Raton Mesa Federal Coal Production 
Region, effective May 2, 1982. 

Publish and distribute newsletter uith issues and planning 
criteria for cement. 

District Advisory Council comment on criteria. 

Comment period closed. 

Surface owner consultation via letter with response form. 

Informal contacts concerning inventory data and 
interpretation. 

Publish and distribute nevsletter announcing 6 workshops 
on alternative formulation. Federal Register notice made 
and media notified. 

Open Public Workshops discussing 3 alternatives. Response 
form distributed. 

Comment period on 3 alternatives closed. 

Draft EIS vith fourth and fifth alternative developed from 
public review and all 5 analyzed. 

Final Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement document expected 
to be published in September, 1984. The Finai will be open to protest by those 
vho have participated in the preceeding process and a State Governors 
consistency review. 

Consistency with officially approved or adopted State and Local resource-related 
plans, policies, and programs has been maintained within Federal law and 
regulation. The State and Local counties were asked to send copies or notify 
the BLM of appropriate documents. Table V-4 displays the results of this 
search. 

TABLE V-4 

Consistency Search 

Front Range Project - Program to the year 2000 
State of Colorado - Division of Wildlife, Strategic Plan 

Division of Parks and Outdoor Recreation, State 
Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan. 

Adams County 
Comprehensive Plan 

- Zoning Regulations, Section 11.300 Mineral 
Conservation - Overlay Zone District 
The East End Developsent Plan. 

Arapahoe County - None 

Boulder County - Comprehensive Plan. 

Cheyenne County - None. 

Clear Creek County - None. 

Douglas County - Land Use Plan. 

Land Development Code Book 
El Paso County - 1990 Land Use Plan 

Master Plan for the Extraction of Commercial 
Mineral Deposits. 

Elbert County - Zoning Regulations. 

Gilpin County - None. 

Jefferson County - Land Use Policy Plan 
Mineral Extraction Policy Plan. 

Kit Carson County - None. 

Larimer County - Land Use Elements (Goals and Objectives, Policy 
Plan, and Open Space). 



Lincoln County - None. 

Logan County - None. 

tkvgsn County - None. 

Park county - General Iand Use Plan. 

Phillips County - None. 

Sedgewick County - None. 

Washington County - None. 

Weld County 

'Zoning Ordinance 
Comprehensive Plan 

- Subdivision Regulations 
Mineral Resource Study 
Mineral Resource Extraction Plan. 

Yuim County 
Subdivision Regulations 

- Underground Utility Permiting 
Seismic Testing Permiting. 

Where state or county preferences toward land uses were identified this plan 
amintains consistency as best possible. Where specific action review and 
pensiting by the county is required the appropriate process will be followed to 
meet county ordinance. The degree of consistency is considered in determining 
the preferred plan alternative and will again influence the final decision on 
which plan to implement. 
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High 
Potential 
Moderate LOW 

APPENDIX A - METHODOLOGY 

MINERALS 

Certain criteria were used to classify the public lands and federsl subsurface 
mineral estate as to their mineral potential. Assumptions were made for each 
ninersl category based on generalized information abat the 8eology, 
mineraliurtion and mineral production of the lands. A description for each 
mineral catogoxy follows. More detailed information can be found in the MSA and 
acecanpanying overlays. 

Iocatable Minerals 

Lands within the historic mining districts of the Front Range Mineral Belt and 
other areas with large numbers of unpatented mining claims were considered to 
have high potential for locatable mineral occurances. Areas where uranium is 
known to cccur but have not yet yielded production were deemed to be of moderate 
potential; as were other lands within the mountainous areas of the resource 
area. All other lends were classified as low potential. 

Salable Minerals 

Two factors were used to determine salable mineral potential: the potential of 
the geologic formation for mineral materials and its distance fran probable 
consuming amrkets. Floodplains containing appreciable amounts of modern 
alluvium were rated as high. Eolian deposits (windblown sand and silt) and the 
Pierre Shale uere considered to ahve low potential. All other geologic 
formations were classified as having moderate potential. If any of these lands 
fell within the Front Range Urban Corridor (an area roughly 25 miles either side 
of Interstate 25) their potential was raised by one catsgory. For example; 
lends upon which the Pierre Shale outcrops, which would normally have low 
potential would be considered to have moderate potential by virtue of its 
proximity to a possible market if it lsys within the Urban corridor. 

Coal 

All lands falling within the Denver Basin Known Recoverable Coal Resource Area 
(ERCRA) were deemed to have high potential. Moderate potential areas include 
near surface occurances of Denver and Lamarie formation coal beds. All other 
areas that fall within the Denver and Cheyenne Coal Basins (i.e.. interior to 
the outcrop of the Laramie formation) were considered to have low coal 
potential. Lands outside of the coal basins are thought to contain no coal. 
Please note that these potential classifications bear no relationship to those 
used in the Coal Resource Cccurance/Coal Developsmnt Potential (CRO/CDP) map 
series formerly published by the U.S. Geological Survey. CRO/CDP mapping WLS 
not done for the'Denver Basin ERCRA. 

Oil and Gas 

Lands west of the "prospectively valuable" line as determined by the USGS 
(located approximately along the mountain front) are classified as low 
potential. lands within the "fairway" area of the Denver Basin (i.e. those 
areas currently producing, and along the Las Aninas Arch) and an area whre 
shallow gas production fran the Niobrara Formation has been found or is thought 
to exist have been considered to be of high potential. All other areae are 
deemed to have moderate potential for oil and gas. 

Minerals Rating System 

The Rocky Mountain Oil and Gas Association devised a rating system whereby 
geologic potential can be caabined with access restrictions to yield an index 
reflecting the likelihood of mineral development. In general, high potential 
lands with low access restrictions are most likely to be developed, and low 
potential lands or highly restricted lands are least likely to experience 
mineral development. Surface access restrictions (which may vary between 
planning alternatives) and subsurface geologic potential (which is fixed for a 
given area) are displayed in a table. As an example, Alternative A for salable 
minerals appears es follows: 

(Access Restrictions) 
Open (Low) 

Concern Area (Moderate) 

Closed (High) 

Total acres = 36,997.4. 

319.9 445.43 3,332.76 

10,005.27 l3,873.55 481.01 

401.6 1927.88 6210 

These acresges are then weighted according to potential and access restrictions. 
The weights are arbitrary in that high potential is three tixms as important 
(3X) as low potential (1X) and that moderate is twice as important (2X). 

Similarly, low .sccess restriction is three tisms as important (3X) as high 
access restriction (lx), and moderate is twice (2X). Cross products (weights) 
may then be calculated: 

High(3X) 
Potential 

Ebmx ) Low(lX) 

(Access Restrictions) 
Low (3X) 9x 6x 3X 

Moderate (2X) 6x 4x 2x 

High (1X) 3X 2X 1X 

Using these arbitrary weights, it can be imagined that an acre of land of high 
geologic potential with low access restrictions is 3 times nvre likely to be 
developed than an acre of low geologic potential with high access restrictions. 
The acreages for each category are then multiplied by the corresponding cross 
product. 

High(3X) 
Potential 

ModerateTW ) Low(lX) 

(Access Restrictions) 
Low (3X) 9x319.9 

Moderate (2X) 6X10,005.27 

High (1X) 3X401.6 

Resulting in the following numbers: 

6X445.43 3x7332.26 

4X13,873.55 2X481.01 

2xlg27.80 1X6210 

High 
Potent ial 
Moderate Low 

(Access Restrictions) 
Low 287% 1 2672.58 99% 28 

Moderate 60,031.62 55,494.z 962.02 

High 1204.8 3855.76 6210 

Which are added together: 

2879.1 + 60,031.62 + 1204.8 + 2672.58 + 55,494.2 + 3855.76 + 9gg8.B + 362.02 + 
621.0 = 143,308.36 

Divided by the total acreage: 
143,308.36 c 36,997.4 acres = 3.87 favorability index. 

To give this number some meaning it should be ccmpard to the numbers which would 
result if all acres were placed in the low access restriction category: 

High(P) 
Potential 

M- ) Low{ 1x ) 

(Access Restrictions) 
Low (3X) gxlo,-r26.7’1 6x1.6,246.86 3X10,023.77 

96,540.93 + 97,481.16 + 30,071.31 = 224,093.4 
224,093.4 + 36,997.h acres = 6.06 

Highf3XX) 
Potential 

Moderate(2X) LOW(lX) 

(Access Restrictions) 
High (1X) 3x10,726.77 2x16,246.86 1X10,023.77 

x,180.31 + 32,493.72 + 10,023.77 = 74,697.8 
74,697.8 + x6,997.4 acres = 2.02 

The index drops from 3.87 to 2.02. 

The most favorable factor possible (6.06) can be assigned a 100% score; the 
least favorable factor possible (2.02) can be assigned a 0% score. 
Proportionally, the actual factor of 3.87 for Alternative A can be assigned a 
wore of 45.8%. This means that accessibility to public lands in Alternative A 
for salable mineral operations is 45.8% of what it could be if no access 
restrictions were imposed at all. 

WILDLIFE 

Wildlife Species of “High Interest", were provided by the Colorado Division of 
Wildlife and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. They are as follows: 

Common Names 

Birds 

Scientific Names 
status 

Federal State 

Western grebe Aechmorphorus occidentailis 
White pelican Pelecanus erythrorhynshos m 

Double-crested cornorant Phalacrocorax auritus 
Ferruginous hawk Buteo regalis 
Golden eagle Aquila chiysaetos 
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Cont' 
Common Names Scientific Names 

Status 
Federal State 

Birds 

Bald eagle 
Osprey 
Prairie falcon 
Peregrine falcon 
Wild turkey 
Prairie sharptailed 

grouse 
Greater prairie chicken 
Scaled quail 
Bobwhite 
Great blue heron 
Black-crowned night 

heron 
White faced ibis 
Whooping crane 
Greates sandhill crane 
Mountain plover 
Long-billed curlew 
Black tern 
Land-tailed pigeon 
Mourning dove 
Spotted owl 
Burrowing ovl 
Lammulated arl 
Red-headed woodpecker 
Lewis woodpecker 
Williamson's sapsucker 
Northern three-toed 

woodpecker 
Pinon Jay 
Plain titmouse 
Common bushtit 
Pygmy nuthatch 
Bewick's wren 
Long-billed laarsh wren 
Moutain bluebird 
Pine grosbeak 

Mammals 

Pygmy shrew 
Least shrew 
Pingtail 
Black-footed ferret 
River otter 
Wolverine 
Mountain lion 
Lynx 
Bobcat 
Abert's squirrel 
Eastern fex squirrel 
Chestnut faced pocket 

gopher 
Beaver 
Brush mouse 
Pinon mouse 
Southern redback vole 
Mesdow :umping mouse 
Pika 
Elk 
Mule deer 
White-tailed deer 
Pronghorn 
Bighorn sheep 

Amphibians 

Western mountain mod 
frog 

Fish 

Rainbow trout 
Brook trout 
Brown trout 
Cutthrout trout 
Northern pike 
Walleye 
Yellow perch 
Black bullhead 
Channel catfish 
Bluegill 
Black crappie 
White crappie 
Smallrmuth bass 
Largemouth bass 
White bass 
Green sunfish 
Stripe bass cross with 

white bass (wiper) 
Johnny darter 
Arkansas darter 
Orangethroat darter 
Spottail shiner 
Gizzard shad 
Greenback cutthrout 

Trout 

T = threatened 
E = endangered 

SOILS 

Status of Soil Inventories in the Northeast Resource Area 

Haliaeetus leucocephalus E E 
Pandion haliaetus 
Falco mexicanus 
Falco peregrinus E E 
Meleagris gallopauo 

Pedioecetes phasianellus Jamesi 
Tympanuchus cupido 
pepla Calli 
Colinus virginianus 
Ardea herodlas 

E 
E 

Hycticorax nycticorax 
Plegadis chihi 
Grus americana E 
Grus canadensis 
Eupoda montana 
Numenlua americanus 
Chlidonias niger 
Columba fasciata 
Zenaidunr macroura 
Strlx occidentalis 
Speotyto cunicularia 
otus fmolus 
Melaneopes erythrocephalus 
Asyndesmus lewls 
Sphyrapicus thyroideus 

E 
E 

Picoides tridactylua 
Gymnorhinus cyanocephalus 
Parus inornatus 
Psaltriparus minimus 
Sitta pygmaea 
Thryomanes bewicki 
Telmatodytes palustris 
Sialia currucoides 
Pinicola enucleatos 

Microsorex hoyi 
Cryptotis parva 
Bassariscus astutus 
Mustel.5. mgrlpes E 
Lutra canadensis 
Gill0 gulo 
Felis concolor 
Lynx canadensls 
Lynx rufis 
Sciurus abriti 
Sciurus niger 

E 
E 
E 

E 

Pappogeox4vs castonaps 
Castor canadensis 
Peronyscus boylei 
Peromyscus truei 
Clethrionoxiys gapperi 
Zapus hudsonius 
Ochotona princeps 
Cervus elaphus 
Odocoileus hemionus 
Odocoileus virginianus 
Antilocapra americana 
Ovis canadensis 

Rana sylvatica T 

Salvo qairdneri 
Salvelinus fontinalis 
Salmo trutts 
Salmo clarki 
Esox lueius 
Stizostedion vitreum 
Perca flavescene 
Ictalunas melas 
Ictalurus punctatus 
Lepomis macrochirus 
Pomoxis nigromscufatus 
Pomoxis annuloris 
Microptorus dolomieui 
Microptorus salmoides 
Moroue chxysops 
Lepomis cyanellus 
Morone saxatilis (cross with) 
Moroue chrysops 
Ethaostoma nigrun 
Ethaostozm cragiui 
Etheostcma spectabile 
Notropis hudsouius 
Domsoma cepedianum 

T 

T 
T 
T 

Salmo clarki stomias T T 

Soil Survey 
Area County 

Status of 
Inventory 

Location of 
Data 

Adams 

Arapahoe 

Boulder 

Castle Rock 

Elbert Co (E. Part) 

Elbert Co (W. Part) 

Cheyenne 

El Paso 

Georgetown 

Golden Area 

Kiowa 

Larimer 

Lincoln 

Logan 

MO rgan 

Phillip 

Washington 

Weld Co (N. Part) 

Weld Co (S. Part) 

Adam5 

Arapahoe 

Boulder 

Douglas 

Elbert 

Elbert 

Cheyenne 

El Paso 

Clear Creek 

Jefferson 

KiOWS 

Iarher 

Lincoln 

hgan 

Morgan 

Fhillips 

Washington 

Weld 

Weld 

Published 

Published 

Published 

Published 

Published 

Published 

In Progress 

Published 

None* 

Completed- 
Not Published 

Published 

Published 

None* 

Published 

Published 

Published 

Completed - 
Not Published 

Published 

fiblished 

Northeast RA Office, 
Wheatridge, CO; SCS 
SO, Denver, CO 

Sam as above 

Sama as above 

Sam? as above 

Same as above 

SSISS as above 

SCS Office, Cheyenne 
Wells 

Northeast RA Office, 
Wheatridge, CO; SCS 
SO, Denver, CO 

SCS Office, Lakewood, 
CO; SCS SO, Denver, 
co 

Northeast RA Office 
Wheatridge, CO; BCS 
SO, Denver, CO 

Same as above 

Northeast RA Office, 
Wheatridge, CO; SCS 
SO, Denver, CO 

Same as above 

Same as above 

SCS Office, Akron, 
CO; SCS SO, Denver, 
co 

Northeast RA Office, 
CO; SCS SO, Denver, 
co 

Same as above 

* No detailed inventories available. General data is available at Northeast 
Resource Area in Wheatridge or BIM State Office in Denver, Colorado. 

Soils Inventory Intensity Definitions 

Order 2 Soil Inventories 

These survey5 are designed for operational planning that 
requires making predictions of the suitability of soils 
for various uses. Ihe need for mtlnagement or treatment 
of related broad areas, but not selection of specific 
sites for structures. Example, recreation picnic areas, 
high soil disturbance areas due to energy-related 
activities, etc. 

Map units are eonsociations, associations and complexes. 

Components of the rap units consist of phases of soil 
series. 

The soils in each delineation are identified in the 
field by traversing and transecting. Soil boundaries 
are plotted by observation and air photo 
interpretations. Boundaries are photo interpretations. 
Boundaries are verified at closely spaced intervals. 

Map scales range from 1:12,000 to 1:20,000. 

Minimum size delineations are 2.5 to 10.0 s.cres. 

Order 3 Soil Inventories 

These surveys are applicable for general planning of 
county and multi-county districts, planning for 
extensive uses of rangeland, roodland and arid land, 
where interpretations of soils properties are not 
required for intensive use. Exsqles are Land Use 
Plans, Resource Activity Plans, etc. 

Map units are associations, some consoeiations and 
complexes. 

Components of map units consist of phases of soil series 
and soil families. 

The soils in each delineation are defined in the field 
by transecting, traversing and some observations. 
Boundaries are plotted by observation, air photo 
interpretation and verified with some observations. 

Map scales range fraa 1:20,000 to 1:62:300. 

Minimum size of delineations are 6 to 640 acres. 



1. Land Status 15. 
A. Retention, federal 
8. Disposal, non-federal 
C. Specific Review, befora disposal 

2. Access 
A. Existing, legal public 
B. Needed 
C. None, existing nor needed 16. 

3. Wildlife Habitat 
A. Important, habitat improvement 
B. General, habitat protection 

4. Timber and Firewood 
A. Available, for sustained yield harvest 
B. Unavailable, limited minor harvest 
C. Non-canmercial, withdrawn fras harvest 
D. Non-forest 

17. 

18. 

Livestock Grazing 
A. Leased, presently for grazing 
B. Open, to grazing application 
C. Closed, to grazing 19. 

6. Water Quality 
A. Concern Area, identified 
B. General, protection 

20. 
Water Sources 
A. Known, source identified 
B. None, identified 

8. Soil Erosion 
A. Problem Area, correction 
B. Stable/Slight, hazard 
C. Moderate, hazard 
D. Critical/Severe, hazard 

21. 

Agricultural Use 
A. Open, to application 
B. Closed, to application 22. 

Wildfire 
A. Cooperative, control agreeskant needed 
B. General, agreement not needed 

23. 

Prescribed &rning 
A. Open, for consideration 
B. Closed, to prescribed burning 

24. 

25. 
Gpen Space 
A. Important, open space protected 
B. General, open space provided 26. 

Scenic Quality 
A. Class I, superior natural scenery 
B. Class II, highly natural scenery 
C. Class III, moderately natural scenery 
D. Class IV, lar natural scenery 
E. Class V, rehabilitation needed 

2-t. 

28. 

Recreational Gnmrtunity 29. 
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LEGEND FOR APPENDIX B 

Introduction 

These tables describe the current management and alternative management of the 
lands where the surface and subsurface is publicly owned and administered by the 
Bureau of Land Management. Each decision area is identified by 1) a number 
which corresponds to a base wp (204=sone 2 unit 04, loo6=zone 10 unit 06, 
etc.), 2) a name derived frcm local geography, and 3) the Township, Range, and 
Sections where the land is found. Acreage is estimated by sections and totaled. 

The alternatives to the current (column A) issue management are shown in columns 
B, C, D, and E. No entries under these columns mean that current management 
should and would be continued. Underlined issues are those to be emphasized or 
given priority if and when proposed actions conflict. Double underlined issues 
are identified to show top priority over other issues with priority. Refer to 
Chapter II prescription definitions for explanations of managemsnt. The issues 
and decision choices are organized by the following list. For easy reference in 
reviewing Appendix B or C cut this list out along dotted line. 

SPNM, semi-&nitivdnon-motorized character 
SPM, semi-primitive notarized character 
Roaded Natural, character 
Rural, character 
Urban, character 

Cultural (archaeologic & historic) 
A. NRHP, National Register of Historic Places 
B. State/Local, value site 
C. Limited, value site 
D. High, potential for sites 
E. Low, potential for sites 
F. None, no values 

Paleontologic (fossils) Values 
A. Class Ia, significant fossils located 
B. Calss Ib, high potential for fossils 
C. Class 11,low potential for fossils 
D. Class III, no potential for fossils 

Geologic Features and Hazards 
A. Concern Area, for feature or hasard identified 
B. None, identified 

Locatable (hardrock) Minerals 
A. Available, for location of claims 
B. Concern Area, available with identified minor conflict 
C. Closed, to location of claims 

Salable (sand, gravel, rock) Minerals 
A. Open, to application 
B. Concern Area, open with identified minor conflict 
C. Closed, to application 

Coal 
A. Suitable, for coal leasing 
B. Gpen, to application 
C. Unsuitable, for coal leasing 
D. None, no coal-closed to application 

Oil and Gas 
A. Standard, stipulations for leasing 
8. Seasonal, no surface cccupancy stipulations 
C. Yearlong, no surface occupancy 
D. Open, for case by case application review 
E. Unsuitable, for leasing 

Air Quality 
A. General, protection 

Roads and Trails 
A. General, protection 

Pests 
A. General, control standards 

Use Authorizations 
A. General, processing standards 

Public Information 
A. General, program 

Unauthorized Use 
A. General, elimination and prevention policies 

Economics 
A. General, analysis standards 

sociology 
A. General, analysis standards 

Refer to Chapter II for a canplete description of these smnagement categories. 
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APPENDIX B 

MANAGEMENT OF PUBLIC LAND 

Mgt. Unit Acres Issue Ilanagement Categories by Alternative _---____-__ 
A B c 3 E 

101. Truckton 
T14S H61W 

S35 

/l General. 

201. Julesburg 
TllN R44W 

SlR 

/I General. 

40 

173 Dispzaal/l 
2c ?lone 
3R reneral 
4'3 Wonforest 
5s open 
6H General 
73 None 
813 :XabLe/Slir+lt .s 
9n open 

1OA Cooperative 
11A O;Jcn 
12B General 
L3D Class I'I 
14C Hoadcd Watwal 
15E Low 
16D Class III 
17B None 
18A Available 
13A Open 
2Ol3 Open 
21A Standard 
22-23A General 

IB Dis~salll 
2C None 

34.04 3B General 
4D Wonforest 
50 open 
6B General 
7B None 
8B Stable/Slil:ht 
9A @~=n 

10B General 
IL4 Open 
12B General 
13C Class III 
14D Rural 
15D High 
16B Class Ib 
17B None 
18A Available 
13A Open 
2OD lone 
?lA Standard 
12-29A General 

l.A Retention/5 
2A Existing/2 
3A Im~rtant/3 3A Iiqmrtant/3 
4D Nonforest 
5B Open 5c Closed 
6B General 
7B ?fone 
8B Stable/Slight 
9A Open 9B Closed 

1OB General 
11A Open 
128 General 
13c Class III 
14B SRI 
150 High 
160 Class III 
17B iEione 
18A Available 18B Concern Area 
19A Open 19B Concern Area 
20D None 
21A Standard 21B Seasonsl/4 
22-29A General 

202. Tamarack 
TlON ~48~ 

522 80 

1B R.spsal/l 1R Disposal/l 

3A Inportant/3 

5c fllosed 

173 ?isposnl/l 

3A Important/3 

ry: c inr,a*~ 

/l Colorado Division of Wildlife - Twxarack State Wildlife Area. 
/2 County Road. 
/3 Greater Prairie Chicken. 
f4 Surface occupancy allowed between 6115 and 2128 only for greater prairie chicken habitat protection. 
15 Values: Wildlife, scenic, access, recreation. 

203. Sedgwick 
TlO R47w 

sr7 40 

IA Retention/2 
2C None 
3B General 
4D Nonforest 
5B Open 
6B General 
7B Acme 
8B Stable/Slight 
7A OF= 

1OB General 
IL4 Open 
12B General 
1x Class III 
l4B S!?M 
15D High 
16D Class III 
1-fB Noone 
18A Available 
17A Open 
2OD ?lone 
21A Standard 
22-29A General 

1R Disposal/l 1B !lisposal/l 19 lxsJasal/l 

fl General. 
f  2 ‘Values : General ndtiple use. 



K-t. 'Jnit acres ISSIE Managenent Categories by Alternative 
A B C D l? 

13 %.spndfl 
2c flone/2 
3H Cener2.l 
40 Nonforest 
‘2B Open 
6B General 
33 None 
i& Stable/Uli&t 
ya open 

1OU General 
11A 9pen 
12B "eneral " 
1X Class ITI 
1UIi ST1 
151) High 
1GD Clans III 
: n3 Nom? 
18A Availabls 
19A Open 
20D None 
:!lA Standard 
X!-29A General 

20;. \:rLly IA Retention/6 
':HN A43SI 2c :ione 

524 40 3A Important/2 
s25 

: 
43 Nonforest 
5A Leased/l 
B Open 

hB Genera: 
7A None 
99 Stable/Slight 
9A Dpen 

10B Qneral 
1x3 Open 
12B General 
13c Class III 
14B SPM 
1;;D High 
16D Class III 
170 None 
1-s Closed/b 
19B Concern Area 
POD EIone 
?lB Seasona’ 13 2. 
2:!-23A General 

/I. !j24 l.c.lSed Otlljr. 

3A I~portant12 

93 Closed 

19C Closed 

1B Disposal/5 1B Disposal/5 13 Disposal/5 

3A Important/2 3A Important/Z 

5A Iemedf7 5A Lewzedf 7 
5 Open B Open 

9B Closed 9S Closed 

19c Closed 13C Closed 

f2 Great;er Prairie Chicken. 
f3 Surface occupancy allowed between 6115 and 2f28 only for greater prairie chicken habitat protection. 
/4 Public land grder 5061 withdrawn for protection of' recreation and wildlife values. 
/5 Colorado Im.7. 
16 Values: Wildlife, recreation. 
/'I Grirziq; lease provi sions included in disposal. 

2(~6. Tower Zijou Cr. 1A Retention/5 

'"2:: 115pJ 2c None 
21': 40 3A Jmqwrtantfl 

49 Eonforest 
5H open 
GA Conccm Area/3 
7B Aone 
8B Stable/Slight 
9A ripen 

10B General 
1lA Open 
120 General 
13c ClRSS III 
143 SPtl 
15D Uigh 
ll,D Class III 
i:B llone 
18B Concern Area 
19B Concern Area 
20 None 
218 Seasonal/2 
22-29A General 

1B Disposal/4 1B Disposal/4 1B Disposal/h 

64, Concern Area/6 6A Concern Area/h 

fl :lule deer and rnptor habitat. 
f2 Surface occupancy allowed between 711 and llfl5 only for mule deer and raptor habitat protection. 
f3 Floodplain. 
/4 Cener&l. 
f’j Values: Wildlife, floodplain. 
:6 Floodplain provisions included in dispsnl. 
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Mgt. Unit ACX?S Issue ffonagoment Categories by Alternative 

A B c D r: 

207. Bijou Cr lA Retention/5 19 Disposal/4 1B Diopmal : Upper 15 Disposal 

TlN R60W 2C None 
524 40 3A Important/l 3A Important/l 3A Importantjll 3A.Important!l 

4D Nonforest 
5B Open 
6n concern ~reai3 6A Concern A+/6 r,A’ “onccrn Area/6 C‘ 

7B None 
8B Stable/Slight 
9A @en 9B Closed 9B Closed 33 Closed 

10B General 
lL4 Open 
12B General 
13D Class IV 
14B SPH 
15D High 
16D Class III 
17B Nom? 
18B Concern Area 
19B Concern Area 
200 None 
2lR seasonal/2 
22-29A General 

Mule deer, bald eagle, and raptors. 
Seasonal occupancy allowed between 7/l and 11/15 only for bald eagle and raptor nesting habitat Protection. 
Floodplain. 

f4 General. 
15 Values: Wildlife, floodplain. 
/6 Floodplain provisions included in dislpsnl. 

208. 1B Disposal/l Washington 
T3S H50W 2C None 

521 40 30 General 
S23 120 4D Nonforest 

m 5B Open 
6~ General . 
7B None 
8B Stable/Slight 
9A Open ,' 

10B General 
11A Open 
12B General .'. 
13D Class IV 
14B sn.1 
15E Low 
16D class III 
17B None 
18A Available 
19A Open 
20D None 
21.A Standard 
22-29A General 

/1 General. 
/2 Private road to 523 only. 

209. bnw IA Retention/7 
7'5s R43W 2A Existing/2 

Sll .32 C None 
s15 1.60 3A Impxtantfl 

1.92 4D Ionforest 
5B01"" 
61, General 
7B None 
8C Moderate 
9A Open 93 Closed 

10B General 
11A Open 
12B General 
130 Class IV 
14D Rural 
15D High 
16C Class11 
17B None 
18C Closed/4 
19B Concern Area/5 

C Closed . 
20D None 
21B Seasonal/3 

E Unsuitable 
22-29A General 

1B Ilisposal.jf, 1B Dis~sFtl./fi 13 '>isIy1::&.!1; 

/I Bald eagle, greater prairie chicken, oran&e throat darter, imule deer, and waterfowl. 
/2 County road to the southern lot in S15, p rivate road to the north lot S15 only, all having walking access across DOW Lands. 

/3 Surface occupancy of,Sll allowed between 6/15 and 2/28 only for greater prairie chicken habitat protection, Sl5 is ctosnd he to i's 

proximity to Bonny Dan. 
/4 Sll-lot 21 and S15-lot 13 classified for Recreation and Public Purposes (C-9585); S15 lot 19 RIdl order 12?/22/49 wi".hdrawn for f!insouri 

River Basin Reclamation Project, Bonrq Reservoir. 
/5 Sll open concern area and S15 closed to application. 
/6 Colorado Division of Wildlife - adjacent DOW land. Wildlife area; State Recreation Area. 
/7 Values: Wildlife, recreation, reclamation project. 
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Mgt. Unit Acres Issue flanagement Categories by Alternative 
A B c D E 

210. Republican River 15 Disposal./1 
T5SW R45W 2A Existing/2 

527 79.74 c None 
S31 40.00 3B General 
532 80.00 4D Nonforest 

133.74 ;"B ;eJ;ral 

7B None 
8~ Stable/Slight 
9A Open 

1OB General 
11A Open 
12B General 
13D Class IV 
14B SpEl 
15D High 
16B Class lb 
17B None 
18A Available 
19A Open 
20D None 
2lA Standard 
22-29~ cenerd 

f  1 General. 
/2 County road to south parcel 532, private road to north parcel S32 only. 

211. Arikaree River 
~6s n52w 

s2 80.00 

/l General. 
/2 Private road. 

212. Hugo 
TllS H53W 

52 133.50 

1B Disposal/l 
2C None 
3B General 
4D Nonforest 
5A Lensed 
6B General 
7B None 
8C Moderate 
')A Open 

10B General 
11A Open 
12B General 
13D Class IV 
14C Roaded Natural 
15D High 
16c class II 
170 None 
18A Available 
13A Open 
200 None 
2lA Standard 
22-29A General 

1R Disposal/l 
2A Existing/2 
3B General 
4D Nonforest 
513 Open 
6B General 
7B None 
8B Stable/Sli&t 
9A Open 95 Closer1 

10B General 
11A Own 
12B G&zral 
13D Class IV 
14C Roaded Natural 
l5E Low 
16c class II 
17B None 
18A Available 
13A Open 
23D %ne 
21A Standard 
22-23A General 

/1 General. 
I2 County road. 

213. Boyero 
~13s ~52w 

s23 30.00 

15 Disyosal/l 
2A Existing/% 
3B General 
4D Nonforest 
5A Leased 
6B General 
7B None 
8B Stable/Slight 
9A Open 9B Closed 

10B General 
11A Open 
12B General 
13c Class IT.1 
14C Roaded Natural 
15E Lox 
1GC Class II 
17B None 
18A Available 
13A Open 
20D None 
21A Standard 
22-29A General 

9B Closed 

95 Closed 

gB Close~l 

95 Closed 

/l General. 
1'2 County road. 
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Hgt. Unit Acres Issue tlanagement Categories by Alternative 
A B C D E 

214. Funkin Center 1B Disposal/l 
T14S R58w 2C None 

52 40.00 3B flneral 
4D Nonforest 
5BOp=n 
6~ General 
7B None 
8B Stable/Slight 
9.4 ox- 9B Closed 

10B General 
1lA Open 
12B General 
13D Class IV 
14C Roaded Natural 
15E Low 
16~ class II 
178 None 
18A Available 
19A Open 
2OD None 
2l.A Standard 
22-29A General 

/l Geriersl. 

215. Karval 
T15S R55w 

526 
535 

Tl6S R55W 
Sl 
s2 

General. 
Antelope and mule deer. 
County road to S26, 35, and 2 only= 
Colorsdo Division of Wildlife. 

120.00 
320.00 

151.63 

1B Disposal/l 1B Disposal/4 
2A Existingt3 

C None 
3A Important.12 
4D Nonforest 
5A Leased 
6~ General 
7B Rone 
8B Stable/Slight 
9A %=n 9B Closed 

1OA Cooperative 
1lAOpen 
12B General 
13D Class IV 
14C Roaded Natural 
15E Low 
16~ class II 
17B None 
18A Available 
19A @en 
200 None 
21A Standard 
22-29A General 

1B Disl-xx~a112 1B Disposal/l 1B Dfsposaltl 216. Black Squirrel Cr. 1B Disposal/l 
T16S R62U 2C Rone 

s24 40 3B Clneral 
Tl7S R62W 4D Nonforest 

Sl no.02 5B open 
39 

ii&E 
6~ General 
78 None 
88 Stable/Slight 
9A %en 

10A Cooperative 
1UOpsn 
12B General 
13D Class IV 
14B SP!4 
15E Low 
16c rxass II 
17B None 
18A Available 
1% open 
200 None 
21A Standard 
22-29A General 

/l General. 
/2 State of Colorado land adjoins all 3 parcels- 

217. Upper Pond Cr. 1B Disposal/l 
~16s R58w 2C None/2 

s6 15.17 3B General 
4D Nonforest 
58 @en 
6~ General 
7B None 
8B Stable/Slight 
9A Wn 9B Closed 

10B General 
11A Open 
12B General 
130 Class IV 
14B SPM 
15E Low 
16D Class III 
178 None 
18A Available 
19A open 
20D None 
2l.A Standard 
22-29A General 

9B Closed 9B Closed 

1B Disposal/4 1B Disposal/4 

m Closed 9B Closed 

9B Closed 9B Closed 

/l General. 
12 Private road. 
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Mgt. Unit Acres Issue Management Categories by Alternative 

A B C D x 

218. Steel Fork 1B Dispsal/l 
T16S R57w 2C None/2 

s6 40.00 3B General 
&D Nonforest 
5B open 
6B General 
7B None 
8B Stable/Slight 
9A open 

10B General 
11A Open 
12B General 
13D Class IV 
14C Roaded Natural 
15E Lov 
16c class II 
178 None 
18A Available 
19A Open 
20D None 
21A Standard 
22-29A General 

/1 General. 
I2 Private road. 

219. upper Adobe Cr. 
T16s R54W 

s27 80.00 
T17S R56W 

53 80.00 
525 120.00 

T17S R55w 
61 80.73 
s18 76.60 

437.33 

98 Closed 

14B SFM 

1B Disposal/l 
2C None/3 
3B General 
4D Nonforest 
5A Leased/P 

B Open 
6B General 
7B None 
8B Stable/Slight 
9A Open 98 Closed 

lOB General 
1lAOpen 
12B General 
13D Class IV 
148 SPM 
15E Lmf 
16C Class II 
17B None 
18A Available 
19A Open 
20D None 
2lA Standard 
22-29A General 

11 General. 
12 53 and 25 leased only. 
/3 Rivate road to sll except S3. 
/4 Gracing lease provisions included in disposal. 

220. Wild Horse Cr. 18 Disposal/l 
T16S R47W 2A Existing/:! 

s2 76.60 3B General 
40 Nonforest 
5A Leased 
6B General 
7B None 
8B Stable/Slight 
9A Wn 

10B General 
11A Open 
128 General 
13D Class IV 
148 SPM 
15D High 
16D class III 
17B None 
18A Available 
19A Wn 
20D None 
21A Standard 
22-29A General 

9B Closed 9x Closed 

14C Roaded Natural 14C Roaded Natural 

5A Leased/4 
B Open 

9B Closed 

/l General. 
/2 County road. 
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!I&. Unit Acres Issue Management Categories by Alternative 
h B c D E 

221. Cheyenne &!lls 1B Disposal/l 
T16S R45W 2C None 

s4 65.23 3B General 
522 79.13 4D Nonforest 
s2n 70.30 5A Leased/3 

223.26 B Open 
i;B General 
78 None 
813 St&lefSli~ht/2 

C Eloderate 
9A open 

10B General 
1l.A Open 
128 General 
13D Class IV 
140 SPH 
15E Low 
l6B Class Ib/4 

c Class II 
17B None 
li)A Available 
13A Open 
20D None 
21A Standard 
2%29A General 

/l General. 
/2 522 and 28 low hazard and 54 mderate. 
/3 S22 and 28 le:tsed only. 
/4 54 and 28 class II, S22 class Ib. 
/5 Grazing, lease provisions included in disgosnl. 

222. w. Pond Cr. 1R Disposal/l. 
T17S R53W 2C None/P 

533 320.00 3B %neral 
4D Nonforest 
5A Leased 
6B General 
7B None 
8B Stable/Slight 
3A Open 9B Closed 

10B General 
11A @pen 
12B General 
13D Class IV 
14B SPM 
l'jE ks"l 
16c Class II 
178 None 
18A Available 
19A Open 
20D None 
21A Standard 
22-23A General 

/l Generd. 
/2 Private road. 

223. Pon:i Cr. 1H Dis;psal/l 
T17S u5ow 2C None/:! 

$14 40.00 3B General 
524 40.00 4D Nonforest 

P17S R5'EJ 5B Open 
SlO 40.00 6B General 
217 26.20 7B None 

1GG.20 8B Stable/Slight 
9A %n 9B Closed 

10R General 
1lA open 
12B General 
13D Class IV 
14C Roaded Natural 
1% Low 
16C Class II 
17B None 
18A Available 
1)A Open 
20D None 
21A Standard 
2%23A General 

I1 General. 
/2 Private road to Rlll and 18 Only. 

5~ Leased/5 
B Open 

3B Closed 

9B Closed 

5A Leased/5 
B Open 

9B Closed 

9B Closed 

t 



.tWt., Unit Acres Issue Management Categories by Alternative 
A B c D E 

224. Lower Adobe Cr. IA Retention/3 1B Dispxalf2 1B Disposal/2 1R Disposal/:! 
T17S R54U 2A Existing/l 

531 324.89 C None 
532 160 

m 
3B General 
4D Nonforest 
5A Leased/4 

B Open 
6~ General 
7B None 
8B Stable/Slight 
9A open YES Clcm%i 911 Closed 

10B General 
1l.A Open 
12B General 
13D Class IV 
14C Roaded Natural 
15E Low 
16~ class II 
17B None 
18A Available 
19A Open 
20D None 
21A Standard 
22-298 General 

/l County road to 532, private road to S31. 
12 General. 
f3 General multiple use values. 
/4 531 Leased 

301. Reservoir No. 15 1A Retention16 
T9N R69W 2C None/2 

34 200 3A Impx-tant/l 
4D Nonforest 
5BOpn 
68 General 
7B None 
8c tloderate 
9A Open 

1OA Cooperative 
11A Open 
12B General 
13D Class IV 
14C Roaded Natural 
l5D High 
16c CLWS II 
17B None 
18B Concern Area 
19B Concern Area/3 

C Closed 
200 None 
21B Seasonal./4 

c Yearlong 
22-23A Gerleral 

2B Needed 
3A Important/l 

5C Closed 

9B Closed 

1B Disposal/5 1B 3isposal/5 1B Disposal/5 
2C None/2 2C None/2 
3A Important/l 3A Import~"t/l 

5c Cl&.ed 5c Closed 

99 Closed 

9B Closed 

9B Closed 

/l Rairlbow trout, riparia", pheasants, geese, ducks, antelope,and mule deer. 
12 Private road. 
/3 Closed withi" R/W C-0123766 only. 
/4 No surface occupancy within R/W C-0123'766; remainder, surface occupancy allowed between 7/l and 3/31 only for waterfowl habitat 

protection. 
:z p',t;do Division of Wildlife. 

a : Wildlife, recreation. 

Reservoir No. 2- 
Demel Lake 
T9N R68W 

530 40 

TP, Retention/6 
2C None/2 
X4 Importaut/l 
4D Nonforest 

2B Needed 
3A Important/l 

1B Disposal/5 1B Dis~ssl/? 
2C None/2 
3A Important/l 

1R D&sposal/'T 
2C f&me/:! 
3A Impo&a"t/l 

5B open 5c Closed 5c Closed 5C Closed 
6~ General 
7B None 
8~ Moderate 
9A 0~" 9B Closed 9B Closed 9B Closed 

10A Cooperative 
11A Open 
12B General 
13C Class III 
14B SPM 14C Roaded Natural 14B SPM 148 SF?l 
15D High 
16C Class II 
178 None 
18B Concern Area 
19B Concern Area/3 

C Closed 
20D No"e 
21B Seasonal/4 

c Yearlong 
22-29A General 

/1 Warm water fisheries, riparia", pheasants, geese, ducks, and mule deer. 
/2 Private road. 
/3 Closed within R/W ~-01.23767 only. 
/4 No surface occupancy within R/W ~-0123767; remainder, surface occupancy allowed between 7/l and 3/31 only for raterfowl hahitat 

protection. 
15 General. 
/6 Values: Wildlife, recreation. 
17 General with provisions for structures. 



310. Reservoir No. 5 lA Retention/h 1B Disposal/5 1B Dispsal/7 1B Disposal/7 
TON R68W 2A Existing/2 2B Heeded 

s6 
2A Existing/:! 

78.05 
2A Existing/2 

3A Importa"t/l 3A Important/l 3A Important/l 3A Important 
4D Nonforest 
59 open 5C Closed 5c Closed 5C ClOS& 
6B General 
7B None 
8C Moderate 
9A Ope" 9B Closed 9B Closed 9B Closed 

1OA Coopera+ive " 
11A 0~" 
12B General 
131: Class III 
l&T Roaded Natural 
15D High 
16C class II 
17B llonc 
18B Concern Area 
19R Co"cf?r" Are&/3 

C Closed 
2OD None 
21B Seasonal/b 

C Yeurlong 
22-296 General 

/l Warm xater fisheries, riparian, pheasants, geese, ducks, and mule deer. 
/2 Private road to southern end and county road to northeast corner. 
/3 Closed within R/W C-0123767 only. 
/4 1Jn surface uccupancy within R/U ~-0123767; remainder, surface occupancy allowed between 7/l and 3/31 only for waterfowl habitat 

protection. 
/> C,enercal* 
16 Values: Wildlife, recreatioa. 
/7 Cener.al with provisions for structures. 

3011. Reservoir ?Io. 6 1A Retention/h 

T&I R68\J 2C None/2 2B Xeeded 
s6 
so 

3A Important/l 
4D Nonforest 
5B Open 

3A Important/l 

5c Closed 
6B General 
7l3 ?Ione 
8C Moderate 
3A Open 9B Closed 

10A Cooperative 
1lAOpen 
12B General 
13c Class III 
14C Roaded Natural 
15D High 
16~ class II 
17B None 
18B Concern Area 
19B Concern Area/3 

C Closed 
20D None 
21B Seasonal/h 

C Year-long 
22-29A General 

1B Disposal/5 1B Disposal/5 1B Disposal/5 
2C None/2 2C lone/2 
3A Important/l 3A Important/l 

5C Closed 5C Closed 

9B Closed pF4 Closed 

/l Warm water fisheries, riparian, pheasants, geese, ducks, and mule deer. 
I2 Private road to the tiorthern prcel only. 
13 Closed within H/W ~-0123767 only. 
/4 No surface occupancy within R/W C-0123767; remainder, surface occupancy allowed between 7/l and 3/31 only for waterfowl habitat 

protection. 
/5 Germ-al. 
/6 values: wildlife, recreation. 

305. Wlklsor Reservoir & 19 DisposFA/l 
Reservoir No. 8 2c Aone/ 
T8N R6m 3A Important/2 

:;I8 80 4D Nonforest 
T8N R6p',J 5A Closed 

S24 40 6B General 
120 7B None 

8C Moderate 
gB Closed 

10A Cooperative 
11A Open 
12B General 
13c Class III 
14C Roaded NaturaL 
15D !i;,:h 
16~ class II 
17B None 
18B Concern Area 
lx! Closet1 
20D None 
21C Yenrlong 
22-29A General 

/1 General.. 
/2 Warm water fisheries anil waterfowl. 
13 Submerged land. 
14 Values: Wildlife. 

1A Retention/h 

3A Important/2 
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Mgt. Unit Acres Issue flanagement Categories by Alternative - 
A n c 2 E 

306. Black Hollow 1A Retention/3 1R Nsposalj2 1R nispasal/:! 13 ~isposal/2 
Reservoir 2A Existing/:! 
T8N R67W 3A Impmtantll 38 1nportant/1 3A Important/l 

~34 80 4D Nonforest 
3R Important/l 

5B Open >c Closed SC closed ijc close!1 
6B General 
7B None 
8C Moderate 
7A Open ')B Closed p3 c.~o~~ed :I,3 .?:ose~l 

1GB General 
11A Open 
12B General 
13c Class I11 
14C Raaded Natural 
l>D High 
16~ class II 
17B None 
18B Concern Area 
17c Closed 
20D Ntine 
21c Yearlong 
22-27A General 

/l Warm water fisheries, riparian, pheasants, geese and ducks. 
/2 Colorado Division of.Wilhlife - Fishing area. 
13 Values: Wildlife, recreation. 

307. Riverside Reservoir 1A Retention/: 
T5N R61W 

531 
T4N ~62~ 

Sl 
s2 
$11 
512 
513 

T4N R61W 
S5 
SG 
S-f 
SO 

240.45 

291.63 
40.00 

200.00 
640.00 
160.00 

320.00 
659.55 
404.23 
120.00 

3075-86 

2A Existing/3 
C None 

3A Important/? 
4D Nonforest 
5A Leased/l 

C Closed 
6~ General 
7B None 
8B Stable/Slight 
7A Open 

1OB General 
lL4 open 
12B General 
13c Class III 
14C Rosded Natural 
l5B State/local 
16D Class III 
l?B None 
18B Concern Area/6 

c Clvsed 
19B Concern Area 

C Closed 
20D None 
21B Seasonal/4 

c Yearlong 
E Unsuitable 

22-29A General 

7B Closed 7H Closell 

14B SPM/S 14B SPtl/5 

21C YearlonS/U 21c Yearlong/ 21C Yearlone!8 
E Unsuitable E Unsuitable E Unsuitable 

1R nisposal/7 

')B Closed 

14R SPM/5 

/I Sections 12 & 13 land above waterline leased, west of county road S8 closed, remainder open. 
/2 Federal endangered bald eagle, state endangered white pelican nesting and feeding, warm water fisheries, water birds and riparian. 
13 County road to $8, public easement to 57, BLM administrative easement to 531 and Sl in progress, private road to S12 and 13. 
f4 No lease of NESW of 512; NESW. NWSE, SWNESE, SWSW, & W1/2SESU of S6; and NWNW of S7; No surface occupancy within R/'J C-0123882; 

SESESE of Sl and NENE of 513 surface occupancy allowed between 10/l and 11/15 only for bald esgle and white pelican habitat protection; 
remainder, surface occupancy allowed between 10/l and 3/15 only for white pelican habitat protection. 

15 Intensive recreation for wetland wildlife, fisheries, and beaches. 
/6 S1/2NW of S5 and SESE of S12 closed by Executive order 5573 and right of way C-17321 to the location of mining claims for 

non-rretaliferous minerals. 
17 Values: Wildlife, recreation, cultural. 
18 No lease of NESW of S12; NESW, NW%, SWNESWE, SW5W, & W1/2SESW of ~6; and NWNii of ST; Remainder no surface occupancy. 
/9 Colorado Division of Wildlife. 

303. &pire Reservior 1A Retention/6 1B Disposal/'7 1H Disposal/5 19 Disposal/8 1A T)isposal/R 
T3N R61W 2C None/Z 

Sl 120.91 3A Important/l 
T4N R61W 4D Nonforest 

s25 120.00 5B Open 5c Closed 5C Closed 5c l‘losed 
535 500.00 6~ General 

T4N R6GW 7B None 
S31 148.84 8B Stable/Slight 

803.?Ij 7A Open 7B Closed 9B Closed 7l3 Closed 
10B General 
11A Open 
12B General 
13c Class III 
14C Roaded Natural 
15D High 
16D class III 
17B None 
18B Concern Area 
19B Concern Area/3 

C Closed 
20D None 
21B Seasonal/3 

C Yearlong 
22-29A General 

/l Federal endangered bald eagle, state endangered white pelican feeding, warm water fisheries, wRterfow1 and riparian. 
/2 Private road, mostly submerged land with Colorado Disision of Wildlife access. 
/3 No surface occupancy within right of vay D-013729; remainder, surface occupancy allowed between 4/l', and 11/15 only for bald eagle 

habitat protection. 
/4 Closed within right of way D-013729 only. 
/5 Colorado Division of Wildlife-Wildlife Area. 
16 values: Wildlife, recreation. 
f7 Private, Irrigation Company. 
18 Onshore to DOW, offshore to private irrigation company. 
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rlgt. Unit Acres Issue Management Categories by Alternative 
A R c D E 

30'). <Jackson Reservoir 1A Retention/8 1A Retention/6 1A Disposal/7 1B Disposal/9 1B Disposal/g 
TIN ~60~ 2A Existing/l 

,514 230 
B Disposal 

3A Inpm-tat/? 
515 440 4D Nonforest 
922 600 5C Closed 
523 350 6B General 
w; 120 n-3 Ilone 

1 A730 8B Stable/Slight 
?A Closed 

10B General 
11A Open 
128 General 
131) Class IV 
14C Roaded Natural/3 
15D High 
16~ class II 
17R None 
18B Concern Area 

c Closed/5 
19C Closed 
2UD Rone 
21C Yearlongf4 

E IJnsuitable 
22-23A General 

Jackson Lake State Park access. 
Bald eagle, white pelican feeding, warm vater fisheries, waterfowl and riwrian. 
Intensive recreation of fishing, wetland wildlife, and beach. 
ho surface occupancy of M1/2SW, SESW, RhYX, Slf2SE of S14; S1/2NW, SWNE, SW, Nlf2SE of S15; NW, NWSW, 
Sl/mw, NlfL’N~;, SJNE, Wl/2SENE, Nlf2SW of 523; E1/21lW, NWNE of 527. No lease for SWSW of S14; Slf2SE 
:llrrIu of 823. 
"ITiW of :i27 closed to location by recreation and public purposes lease C-19535. .>.a 
SEW of XT7 to Colorado State Parks. 
GarN?ral. 
Value:; : :?il;llife, recreation. 
!;ENW of :;27 to Colurado State Parks, remainder general. 

310. coo~lrich 1A Retention/6 
ThN Rr,pW 2C None 

s6 48.13 3A Important/l 
4D Nonforest 
5B Open 
6~ General 
7B !Ione 
8B Stable/Slight 
PA Open 

10B General 
1lAOpen 
128 General 
130 Class IV 
140 SF'?1 
15D High 
160 Class III 
17B Bow 
18C Closed/3 

1B Dislmsal/7 1B Disposal/7 

R1/2SW, SERB, SE of S22; NENW, 
of ~315; N1/2NE, SWNE of 522; and 

1R Disposal/7 

13A Opeuf4 19B Concern Area 1YR Concern Area 13B Concern Area 
B Concern Area 

2OD None 
21A Standard/2 

B Seasonal 
22-23A General 

210 Seasonal/ ‘j 21B Seasonal/ 5 218 Seasonal/S 

/1 Federally endangered bald eagle, mule deer/white tail, small game, and riparian. 
/2 FJlf2EIWFfij ~6 surface occupancy allowed between 4f15 and 11f15 only for bald w&e habitat protection, remainder standard stipulations. 

Known Geologic Structure for oil and gas. 
13 HLll order P/22/43 withdrawn for Missouri Rasin Reclamation Project. 
/Ii :~lf;!NW!M available but area of concern. 
f5 Surface occupancy allowed Setween 4,'15 nud llfl5 only for bald e&e habitat protection. 
16 Values: Wildlife, reclamation, recreation. 
,'7 C&nr?ral. (Reclamation withdrawal problem). 

311. Ri jou No. 2 %servr,ir lA Retention/h 15 Diq~snll7 1n DiqxwalfR 1B Disposal/3 
“l+I! il’jpr 2C None/2 

521 40 3A Important/l 
::22 40 4D Ronforest 
:;27 yc& 5B Open 5c Closer1 gc Closed 

L 6~ General 
:B None 
8B Stable/Slight 
gn T)pe II 3B Closed gB Closed 

1OB General 
11A Open 
120 General 
1% Class III 
14l3 SRI 
1SD Rich 
16D Class ITI 
17B None 
18C Closed/5 
13S Cohcezw Areaffr 

C Closed 
20D Xone 
210 Seasonal/3 

C Yearlony, 
22-23A General 

fl liaterfwl, bald ea@e, and riparian. 

1B Diqosal/9 

5c Closed 

9B Closed 

f:! Private road. 
f3 :io surface occupancy withirl right of way D-010670, !%/2UWSE, and the HWSESW of 527; surface occupancy allowed between h/l> and U/15 for 

5sld eagle habitat protection outside of the right of way D-010670. 
f4 Closed within right of way D-010670, E1/2RWSI:, and NXESW of 527 only. 
f5 UL"I order 12/22!/40 withdrawn for Missouri Basin Reclnmation Project. 
f6 Values: Wildlife, reclation. 
I7 Privattr, Irrigation Company. 
f8 General (Heclaxmtion withdrawal problem). 
,'3 tInshore t;enernl, 3ffshore to private irrigation ccmpany. 
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Mgt. Unit Acres Issue Management Categories by Alternative 
A B C D E 

312. Snyder IA Retention/3 1B Disposal/P IB Disposal/2 18 Disposal/2 
T~H ~56~ X None 

S.14 40 3A Important/l 3A Important/l 3A Important/l 3A Important/l 
4D Nonforest 
5A Leased 
6B General 
7B None 
88 Stable/Slight 
!?A Gpen 9B Closed 9B Closed 9B Closed 

10B General 
1l.A Open 
12B General 
13c Class III 
14A SPNM 
15D High 
161, Class III 
17B None 
18B Concern Area 
1% Closed 
20D None 
21C Yearlong 
ZE-29A General 

/l Mule deer/white tail, waterfowl, riparian, and small game. 
/2 Colorado Division of Wildlife, Brush Wildlife Area. 
13 Values: Wildlife, recreation. 

313. Prewitt Reservoir lA Retention/7 
T4N R54W 2A Existing/4 

Sl US.40 
s12 ;20.00 

2C None 
3A Iqmtant/l 3A Important/l 

635.40 4D Nonforest 
58 Open 5B Open/6 

c Closed 
6~ General 
7B None 
8B Stable/Slight 
9A Open pB Closed 

10B General 
1l.R Open 
12B General 
13c Class III 
14C Roaded Natural 
15D High 
16D class III 
17B None 
18B Concern Area 
19B Concern Area/3 

C Closed 
20D None 
21B Seasonal/:! 

C Yearlong 
22-23A kneral 

1B Disposal/5 1B Disposal/5 

3A Important/l 3A Important/l 

5B Open/b 
C Closed 

5B Gpeni6 
c Closed 

?B Closed 

1B Disposal/5 

9B Closed 

/l Bald eagle, white pelican, waterfowl, warm water fisheries, and riparian. 
/2 No surface occupancy in section 1 nor within R/W S-016185, remainder of section 12 surface occupancy allcmed between 4115 and 11/15 only 

for bald esgle habitat protection. 
/3 Closed within R/W S-016189 and section 1 only. 
/4 County road to Sl only. 
/5 Colorado Division of Wildlife. State Wildlife Area. 
16 Sl closed for riparian area protection and offshore. 
17 Values: Wildlife, recreation. 

314. Atwood 1A Retention/4 
T7N R53W 2C None 

~26 40 3A Important/l 
4D Nonforest 
5B Gpen 
6B General 
7B None 
8B Stable/Slight 
9R open 

10B General 
11A Open 
12B General 
13c Class III 
14B SPM 
150 High 
1613 Class III 
17B None 
18B Concern Area 
17B Concern Area 
20D None 
21B Seasonal/2 
22-29A General 

1B Disposal/5 

3A Important/l 

1B Disposal/3 1B Disposal/5 

3A Important/l 

1B Disposal/5 

3A Important/l 

7B Closed 7B Closed 7B closed 

14A SPNM 

21C Yearlong 

/l Mule deer/white tail, bald eagle, waterfowl, snail game, and riparian. 
/2 Surface occupancy allowed between 4/15 and ll/l5 only for bald eagle habitat protection. 
13 General. 
14 Values: Wildlife, recreation. 
/5 Colorado D0J. 
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Ilgt. Unit Acres Issue Management Categories by Alternative 
R C D E A 

315. Horth Sterliug 1A Retention/4 
HeserYor 2A Existing/2 

B3 321.1R C None 
s4 80.00 3A Important/l 
S9 200.00 41, Nonforest 
SlO 80.00 

601.10 
58 Open 
6B CJneral 
78 None 
88 Stable/Slight 
9A Open 

108 General 
11A Open 
12B Genersl 
13C class III 
lk Roaded Ratural 
15E Low 
llc Class II 
17B None 
18B Concern Area 
19C Closed 
2OD Rows 
21C Yearlong 
22-29A General 

3A Important/l 

5C Closed 

1B Disposal/3 1B Disposal/3 

3A Important/l 

5C Closed 

1B Disposal/3 

3A Important/l 

5C Closed 

3B Closed 9B Closed 9B Closed 

14B PM/5 14R nPM/5 14s sPM/5 

1: Warm water fisheries, white pelican, waterfowl, mule deer and riparian. 
I2 County road to all but 2 SIG&~ parcels, in S3 and 10, of 6 total. Colorado Division of Wildlife access to all by boat, 
/3 Colorado Division of Wildlife, Parks and Recreation, or local. 
14 Values: Wildlife, recreation. 
f5 N1/2S3, Sb, Sg, and SlO only. 

316. brsry lA Retention/3 1B Disposal/5 19 Disposal/2 1B Disposal/5 1B Disposal/5 

'YllN R47W 2C None 
828 40 3A Important/l 3A Important/l 3A Important/l 3A Inportant/l 

4D Nonforest 
5B Open 
6A Concern Area/6 
7n None 
8B Stable/Slight 
9A Open gB Closed 9B Closed 9B Closed 

10B General 
1lA Open 
12B General 
13 Class III 
14A SPNM 14B SPM 14B SM 14B SPM 
15D High 
16D Class III 
179 None 
18B Concern Area 
1% Closed 
20D Rone 
21C Yearlong 21B Seasonal/4 21A Seasonal/4 21B Seasonal/4 
22-29A General 

/l Waterfovl, mule deer/tiite tall, small gsms, and riparian. 
I2 General. 
/3 Values: Wildlife, recreation. 
/4 Surface occupancy allowed between 7/l and 12115 only for mule deer and waterfowl habitat protection. 
/5 Colorado Division of Wildlife. 
16 Floodplain. 

317. .Julesburg Resenroir IA Retention/4 1B Disposal/3 1R iXspmalf3 1R Disposal/3 

TllN R47W 2C None/2 
S18 159.24 3A Important/l 3A Important/l 3A Important/l 3A Important/l 

4D Nonforest 
5C Closed 
6~ General 
7B Rone 
8B Stable/Slight 
9B Closed 

10B General 
11A Open 
128 General 
13C Class III 
14D Rural 
15D High 
16~ class ~b 
17B Rone 
188 Concern Area 
1% Closed 
20D None 
21C Yearlong 
22-29A General 

/l Bald eagle, white pelican, waterfowl, and warm water fish. 
12 Boat access through Colorado Division of Wildlife. 
13 Private, Irrigation Company. 
/4 Values: Wildlife, recreation. 
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Qt. unit ACRS Issue Management Categories by Alternative - 
A B c D E 

401. Crow Creek 1A Retention/6 
T1l.N ~62~ 2A Existing12 

512 120 3% 1npcJrtantll 
4D Nonforest 
5B Open 
GB General 
7B None 
OB Stable/Slight 
')A Open 

1OB General 
11A Open 
128 General 
13 Class IV 
14C Roaded Natural 
15x Low 
16~ class Ib/3 

D Class III 
1i'B None 
18A Available 
19A Open 
20B Open 
21A Standard 
22-23A General 

/I Antelope and raptors. 

1A Retention/4 

3A Important/l 

5C Closed 

IB Disposal/5 13 Disposal15 1R Disposal/5 

3A Important/l 3A Important/l 

/2 county road. 
/3 Class Ib east of county road and Class III west. 
/4 U.S. Forest Service. 
f5 Genera. 
/6 Values: Wildlife. 

18B Cancorn Area 
19B Concern Area 

21D Open 

1A Retention/4 

3A Important/2 

George Creek 1A Retention/5 
TllN R55W 2C None 

58 00 3A Im~rrtant/2 
4D Nonforest 
5B ripen 
6B General , 
78 none 
8B Stable/Slig& 
9A Open 9B Closed 

LOB General 
11A Open 
12B General/ 
13D Class IV 13C Class III 
148 SPM 
15E LX? 
168 Class Ib 
17A Concern Ares/l 
18B Concern Area 
198 Concern Area 
2QD None 
2l.A Standard 2lD Open/2 
22-29A General 

1B Dispxal!3 1R Disposal/3 1B Disposal/3 

3A Important/? 3A Impnrtsnt/Z? 

9B Closed 

13C Class III 

21D #pen/2 211) Open/Z 

404. Wildcat Creek 
T6N ~58~ 

s2G 40.00 
T5N R58W 

522 40.00 
523 80.00 
827 80.00 

24o.00 

18B Concern Area 18R Concern Area 
19B Concern Area 1933 Concern Area 

21D Open 21D Open 

/l Isolated msas hear High Plains Escarpment Geologic Feature. 
/2 Raptors. 
13 qeneral. 
14 USFS. 
/5 Values: Wildlife, recreation. 

403. Two Mile Creek 1B Dis&osal/l 
TlON R55W 2C None 

s21 40 3B General 
4D Nonforest 
5B Open 
6B General 
7B None 
8B Stable/Slight 
9A Open 

1OB General 
1l.A Open 
12B General 
13D Class IV 
14B SPM 
15E Low 
16~ class II 
1i'B None 
18A Available 
19A Open 
20D None 
21A Standard 
22-23A General 

/1 General. 

1R Disposal/l 
2C None 
3B Qzneral 
40 Nonforest 
5A Leased 
6B General 
7B None 
8B Stable/Slight 
9A Wn 

10B General 
1lA open 
12B General 
13ll Class IV 
14C Roaded Natural 
15E Low 
16C Class II 
17B None 
18A Available 
WA Wn 
20D None 
21A Standard 
22-29A General 

/l General. 



Mgt. Unit Acres Issue Management Categories by Alternative 
A B C D E 

501. Wyming Border 1B Dis~xosnltl lA Retention/4 1B Disposal/l 1B Disposal/l 

'112N R7OW 2C None 
s22 34.4 33 Important/2 3A Important/2 

4C Noncceuxrcial 
3A Important/2 3A Important 

5B open 
6B General 
7B None 
8B Stable/Slight 
9A Open 9B Closed 9B Closed 9B Closed 

10A Cooperative 
1l.A open 
12B General 
13D Class IV 
14C Roaded Natural 
15D High 
16c class II 
17B None 
18B Concern Area 
19B Concern Area 
20D None 
21B Seasonal/3 
22-29A General 

fl General. 
/2 tlule deer and antelope. 
/3 Surface occupancy allowed between 4/l and 12/15 only for protection of mule deer. 
/I Values: Wildlife. 

502. Cherokee Park 
TllN R71W 

s30 121.55 3A Important/3 

s34 80.00 4C Noncommsrcial/4 
201.55 D Nonforest 

5A Leased/2 
68 ~enerel 
7B None 
8B Stable/Slight 
PA Open 

10A Cooperative 
1l.A Open 
12B General 
13c class III 
lk Roaded Natural 
15D High 
160 Class III 
17B None 
18B Concern Area 
19B Concern Area 
20D None 
21B Seasonal/5 
22-29A General 

1A Retention/8 

JA Imnortant/3 

1B Disposal/7 

9B Closed 

148 SPM 

Colorado DOW. 
S34 leased. 
Mule deer, riparian, brown trout fishery, elk, and black bear. 
530 forested. 
Surface occupancy allowed between 4/l and 12/15 only, for protection of mule deer. 
Private road to S34. 
General. 
Values: Wildlife, recreation. 

fB Disposal/l 

jA Important/3 

1B Disposal/l 

3A Important/~ 

9B Closed 

14B SPM 

9B Closed 

148 SPM 

5u1). Rabbit Creek 1B Disposal/l 1A Retention/5 173 Disposal/4 1B Disposal/4 1R Disposal/4 
TlUN R71W 2c None 

530 40 3A fmportantf2 3A Important/2 3A Important/2 3A Important/2 
4C Noncommrcial 
5B Open 
6B General 
7B None 
8B Stable/Slight 
3A G-pen 9B Closed 9B Closed 9B Closed 

10A Cooperative 
11A Open 
12B General 
13R Class II 
14C Roeded Natural 14B SPM 1hB SPM 14B sm 
15D High 
16D Class III 
17B None 
18B Concern Area 
19B Concern Area 
2GD None 
21B Seasonal/3 
?2-29A General 

/1 General. 
/2 Mule deer, black bear and elk. 
/3 Surface occupancy allowed between 4/l and 12/15 only, for protection of mule deer. 
f4 Colorado cobl. 
15 Values: Wildlife. 
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Mgt. Unit Acres Issue Manegement Categories by Alternative 
A B c D E 

504. Liver-more 1B Disposal/l 
TlON R7OW 2A Existing/3 

533 80 3B General 
4D Nonforest 
5A Leased/:! 

B Open 
6B General 
7E None 
8B Stable/Slight 
9A Open 

1OA Cooperative 
1l.A Open 
12B General 
13c Class III 
14C Roaded Natural 
15D High 
162 Class II 
17B None 
18B Concern Area 
19B Concern Area 
20D None 
21A Standard 
22-29A General 

/I General. 
12 NESW 533 leased. 
/3 County road. 

505. Rufner camp 1B Disposal/l 
TlON R70W 2C None 

512 40 3A Important/2 
4D Nonforest 
5A Leased 
6~ General 
7B None 
8B Stable/Slight 
9A %=n 

1OA Cooperative 
11A Gpen 
12B General 
13D Class IV 
14C Roaded Natural 
15D High 
16c class II 
17A Concern Area/4 
18B Concern Area 
19B Concern Area 
20D None 
21B Seasonal/3 
22398 General 

/l General. 
f2 Mule deer and antelope. 
/3 Surface occupancy allowed between 4/l and 12115 only, for protection of mule deer. 
/4 Rock outcrops showing monoclinal. StruCture. 

506. Hewett Gulch 1B Disposal/l 
T9N R71W 2C None/h 

s34 160 3A Important/2 
4C Noncommercial 

D Nonforest 
5A Leased 
6~ General 
7B None 
8B Stable/Slight 
9A Open 

lOA Cooperative 
1l.A Open 
12B General 
13C class III 
14C Roaded Natural. 
15D High 
16D Class III 
17B None 
18B Concern Area 
19B Concern Area 
200 None 
21A Standard 
2?-29A General 

/l General. 
12 Mule deer, black bear and elk. 
/3 t6 Forest Service. 
14 Walking access frcm US Forest Service. 

lA Retention/a 

3A Important/2 

9B Closed 

14B SPM 

1A Retention/a 1A Retention/3 

3A Important/2 3A Important/2 

9B Closed 

14B SRI 

9B Closed 

14B SPM 



77 

. 

Qt. Unit Acres Issue Management Categories by Alternative 
A B C D E 

507. Ovl Creek 1B Disposal/l 
T8n ~69~ 2C None 

-SG 160.9 3A Important/2 
4D Nonforest 
5B Cpen 
6B general 
78 None 
8B Stable/Slight 
9A Own 

10A Cooperative 
11A Open 
12B General 
13c Class III 
14C Roaded Natural 
15D High 
16B Class Ib/4 

c Class II 
D Class III 

17A Concern Area/3 
18B Concern Area 
19B Concern Area 
2CD None 
21A Standard 
22-29A General 

1A Retention/5 

3A Important/2 

1B Disposal/l 

3A Important/:! 

1B Disposal/l 

3A Importantf2 

9B Closed 

14B SFM 

9B Closed 

14B SPM 

LX3 Closed 

14B SFM 

/1 General. 
/2 Mule deer. 
/3 Outcrop fomiug Dakota Hogback and presence of block-glide landslides. 
/4 Morrison formation outcrop Class lb. 
/5 Values: Wildlife, recreation. 

508. Goat Ail1 1B Disposal/l 1A Retention/6 1R Disposal/5 1B Disposal/5 1B Diqmal/5 

TON ~69~ 2C None 
s19 44.78 3A Important/2 3A Important/2 3A Important/2 3A Important/2 

4ll Nonforest 
5B Open 
6B General 
78 None 
8B Stable/Slight 
9A Open 9B Closed 9B Closed 9B Closed 

10A Cooperative 
11A Opzn 
12B General 
13c Class III 
14D Rural 14C Roaded Natural 14C Roaded Natural 14C Roaded Natural 

15D High 
16c cless II 
17A Concern Area/4 
18B Concern Area 
19B Concern Area 
20D None 
21B Seasonal/3 
22-29A General 

/1 Colorado Division of Wildlife. 
/2 Mule deer, osprey, brows trout fishery, and riparian, associated with the State Wildlife Area. 
/3 Surface occupancy allowed between 4/l and 12/15 only, for protection of mule deer. 
/4 Tilted sedimentary rocks and formation boundaries. 
f5 General. 
16 Values: Wildlife, recreation. 

509. Masonville l.A Retentiorll5 
T6N R70W 2A Existing/3 

sl.0 3.60 C None 
Sll 10 .oo 

T335 
3A Inpxtant/2 
4C Noncommercial 
5B Open 
6~ General 
78 None 
8B Stable/SliSht 
9A Open 

1OA Cooperative 
11A Open 
128 General 
13D Class IV 
14C Roaded JJatural 
15D High 
16D Class III 
17B None 
18B Concerh Area 
L9B Concern Area 
2CD None 
21B Seasonal/4 
22-29A General 

fl General. 
/2 Mule deer and elk. 

3A Important/2 

9B Closed 

14B SPM 

1C Specif. Review 1C Specif. Review 1R Retentionf6 

3A Important/2 3A Important/2 

9B Closed 9B Closed 

14C Roaded Hatural 14C Roaded Natural 

j3 County road to SlC. 
/4 Surface occupancy allowed between 4/l and 12/l', only, for protection of mule deer. 
/5 Values: Mineral claims, wildlife. 
/6 USFS. 



Mgt. Unit ACIWS Issue Management Categories by Alternative 
A B C 5 E 

510. Castle Mtn. 1A Retention/l 1A Retention/4 1B Disposal/3 
T5N R73W 

1A Retention/5 
2C None 

IA Retention/6 

523 120 3A Important/2 
4C Noncommercial 

3A Important/2 3A Important/2 3A Important/Z 

5R Own 
6B General 
7B None 
8B Stable/Slight 
9A Open 9B Closed 

10A Cooperative 
9-9 Closea 

11A Open 
12B General 
13B Class II 
14C Roaded Natural 14B SPM 14B BP'1 
15D High 
161, Class III 
17B None 
18C Closed 
1YC Closed 
20D None 
21D Gpen 
22-29A General 

/l Executive order - temporary withdrawal to transfer to Rocky Mountain National Park 
12 Mule deer and elk. 
/3 General. 
/4 Values: Wildlife, recreation. 
/5 National Park Service or retain by BLM. 
16 National Park Service. 

511. Gianttrack Mtn. IB Disposal/l IA Retention/3 
T4N R73W 2C None 

S3 68.00 3A Important 3A Imortantf2 
4B Unavailable 
5B Open 
6~ General 
7B None 
8B Stable/Slight 
9A Open 9B Closed 

1OA Cooperative 
1l.A Open 
12B General 
1x Class III 
14C Roaded Natural 14C Roaded Natural 
15D High 
16D Class III 
17B None 
18B Concern Area 
19B Concern Area 
20D None 
21D Dpen 
22-29A General 

/l General. 
i; Eiu; deer and elk. 

. 

512. Fish Creek IB Disposal/3 1A Retention/l 
T4N REV 2C None 

S7 40 3A Impsrtant/2 JA Important/2 
4B Unavailable 
5B Open 
6B General 
7B None 
8B Stable/Slight 
9A @=n 9B Closed 

1OA Cooperative 
1l.A Open 
12B General 
13D Class IV 
14C Roaded Natural 14C Roaded Natural 
15D High 
16D Class III 
17B None 
18A Available 
19A Open 
20D None 
21D Open 
22-29h General 

LA Retention/3 lA Retention/3 

3A Important/2 3A Isqmrtant/2 

9B Closed 9B Closed 

14C Roaded Natural 14C Roaded Natural 

lA Retention/l 

3A Important/:! 

1A Retention/l 

3A Imuortantf2 

9B Closed 98 Closed 

14C Roaded Natural 14C Roaded Natural 

/1 USFS. 
12 Mule deer and elk, 
/3 General. 
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Ilgt. Unit Acres Issue Management Categories by Alternative 
A % C D E 

513. St. Vrain 1A Retention/l2 1A Retentionfl 1R Disposal/2 1A Retention/l3 IA Retention/l 
"3N R71W 2c None/5 2B Needed/5 2B Needed/5 2B Needed/5 

SfO 40.35 3A Important/4 3A Important f4 3A Important 14 3A Important/4 
Sll 80.00 4B Unavailable/7 
513 114.10 D Nonforest 
s14 246.44 5A Leased 
522 120.00 6~ creneral 
:i23 80.26 7A Known/3 

m BB Stable/Slight 
9A Open 9% Closed 

10A Cooperative 
11A Open 
12% General 12A Important/l1 
13~ class rrIf6 

D Class IV 
14C Roaded Natural 14c SPM 
15D Hieh 
16c class II 

D Class III/9 
17B None 
18% Concern Area/l0 

C Closed 
19% Concern Area 
20D None 
21B seasonal/ 8 
22-29A General. 

9B Closed 9B Closed 

12A Importantfll 12A Important/l1 

14C SPM 14c SPM 

fl USFS. 
/2 Colorado Division of Wildlife (Pwr. Site W/D problem). 
/3 Spring in SlO, 2 springs in S14. 
f4 Bighorn sheep, black bear, elk, bald eagle, beaver, mule deer and turkey. 
f5 SlO private road. Walking access from US Forest Service. 
/6 SlO, 11, 13 and parts of Sl4, 22, 23 Class III. 
f7 All sections mixed forest and nonforest. 
f8 Surface occupancy allowed between 7/l and 12115 only, for protection of bighorn sheep in SlO and between 7/l and 12f15 only, for 

protection of elk and bighorn sheep elsewhere. 
/9 Class II in S13, 23 and part of 14. 
/lO SlO C-17321 public water reserve - closed to mineral entry for non-metaliferous minerals only; Sll SESW Executive Order 3/25/1919 with- 

drawn for powersite reserve 715, SESE also ~-0124036 classified for R&PP, S13 C-0125036 classified for R&PP, lot 3 also Secretarial Order 

g/17/1943 power site classification 343, lots 1 & 2 also withdrawn for powersite reservation 356 by Executive Order S/27/1913; S22,51/2SE 
and S23 Executive Order 3/21/1914 withdrawal for Power Site Reserve 427; Sl4, lots l,h,b 7 withdrawn for powersite reserve 356 by 
Executive Order 5/27/1913. 

fll s13 & 14 only. 
f 12 Values : Wildlife, water source, visual, recreation, Pwr. Site Withdrawal. 
/13 SlO, 22, & 23 to the USFS, remainder BIM. 

514. Stone Canyon 1A Retention/4 
T3N R70W - 

SR 40 
2A Existing/5 
3A Importantf2 
4D Nonforest 
5B Open 
6~ General 
7% None 
8B Stable/Slight 
9A Open 

10A Cooperative 
11A Open 
12B General 
13c Class III 
14C Roaded Natural 
15D High 
16c class II 
17A Concern Area/3 
18A Available 
19A C-pen 
20D None 
21A Standard 
22-29A Seneral 

f1'USFR. 
/2 Elk and mule deer. 
/3 Crest of Dakota Hogback. 
/4 Values: Wildlife, Open Space. 
f5 County Road. 
f6 fkTnera.1.. 

601. Left Hand Cr. IA Retention/l 
'K31 R7lW 2C None/> 

526 80 3A Importentf3 
4B Unavailable 
5% Open 
6A Concern Area/2 
7B None 
8B Stable/Slight 
9A Open 

10A Cooperative 
1lA Open 
12B General 
13c Class III 
14C Roaded Natural 
15D High 
161, Class III 
17% None 
18~ Closed/l 
19C Closed 
20D None 
21A Standard 
22-23A General 

/l Power site reservation. 
f2 %oulder Municipal Watershed. 
f3 Mule deer and elk. 

1A Retention/l 1% nispsal/h 1A Retention/4 1A Retention/l 

9B Closed 9% Closed 

12A Important 12A Iwortant 

18B Concern Area 
19% Concern Area 

9B Closed 

12A Imuortant 

18B Concern Area 18B Concern Area 
19% Concern Area 19% Concern Area 

1% Disposal/4 1% Disposal/4 1% Disposal/4 
ZB Needed 
3A Important/3 3A Important/3 3A Important/3 

5C Closed 5C Closed 5C Closed 

9B Closea 9B Closed 9B Closed 

140 SPM 14B SPM 14% SPM 

/4 Boulder County Parks (powersite reserration problem). 
/S Walking access frao US Forest Service. 



!@. Unit ACITS Issue Management Categories by Alternative 
A B C D E 

602. Ward lA Retention/l1 
TlN R73W 2C None/7 

Sl 200 3A Important/4 
512 250 4A Available/6 

TlN ~72~ B &available 
s6 200 C Noncotnmrcial 
57 200 D Nonforest 

850 5B Open 
6A Concern Area12 
?A Known/3 
8~ Problem urea 
9A Open 

10A Cooperative 
11A Open 
12B Ctineral 
13c Class III 

D Class IV 
14D Rural/5 
l5A NRRI'/5 
16D class III 
17B None 
18B Concern Area/l 

c Closed 
19B Concern Area 
20D None 
2lD Open/log 

E Closed 
22-2YA General 

IA Retention/8 1B Disposal/Y 1B Disposal/Y 1A Retention/8 
2B Needed C Specif. Review C Specif. Review 
3A Important/4 3A Important/4 3A Important/4 

5C Closed 
6A Concern Ares.12 

9B Closed 

5C Closed SC Closed 
6A Concern Area/2 6A Concern Area/2 

9B Closed 9B Closed 

12A Important 12A Important 12A Important 

14C Roaded Natural 14C Roaded Natural 14C Roaded Natural 

SERW ~6 and lot Y closed to location of nonmetaliferous minerals by Public Water Reserve. 
Boulder Municipal Watershed. 
Three springs of importance. 
Elk, Lefthand Creek riparian and brook trout. 
Switzerland Mt. RRRP, Historic Rail Road, ORV closure. 
Portions in all four sections. 
Partial access exists. 
USFS. 
General disposal of appropriate tracts, mining claim policy. 

/I.0 S1/2S1/2 Sl and N1/2N1/2 512 closed within incorporated town of Ward. 
Ill Values: Wildlife, forestry, watershed, water sources, recreation, NRHP, locatable minerals, open space. 

603. Gold Hill 
TlN R72W 

$11 
s12 
s13 

“,:: 
TlN R71W 

S5 
s6 
s7 
sa 
SY 
s15 
Slh 
$17 
~18 
s19 
s20 
s21 
522 

20 
150 
480 

6 
200 

115 
110 
2EJ 
160 

50 
20 

2 

30; 
170 

65 
16 

2100 

1A Retention/9 
2~ None/6 
3A Important/3 
4A Available 

B Unavailalbe 
5B Open 
6A Concern Area/2 

B General 
7B None 
8B Stable/Slight 
9A Open 

10A Cooperative 
1lA open 
12B General 
13C Class III 

D Class IV 
14C Roaded Natural 

D Rural 
15B State/Local 
160 Class III 
17B None 
18s Concern Area/l 

C Closed 
19B Concern Area 
20D None 
21A Standard 

B Seasonal/4 
D Open/5 

22-29A General 

IA Retention/7 1B Disposal 1B Disposal 1A Retention/7 
2B Needed C Specif. Review/8 C Specif. Review/8 
3A Important/3 3A Important/3 3A Important.13 

5C Closed 5C Closed 5C Closed 
6A Concern Area/2 6~ Concern Areaf2 6~ Concern AreaJ2 

12A Important 12A Important 12A Important 

148 SRI 14B r;PM 14B s!% 
C Roaded Natural C Roaded Natural C Roaded Natural 

/l Lot 49 S21 closed by ~-083388 classification for recreation and public purposes, portions of S18 and 19 closed by C-083523 
classification. 

/2 North portion is in Boulder Municipal Watershed. Four short lengths of floodplains totaling 1 l/2 miles. 
13 Elk. mule deer, Left Rand Creek rinarian. Four-mile Canyon rioarian. 
14 7/l-- 11115 surface occupancy in 52, TlR R71W for Bighorn Sheep protection. 
/5 All in TlN R72%?. 
16 Partial access exists. 
/7 USFS. 
f8 General disposal of appropriate tracts, Mining claim policy. 
/9 Values: Wildlife, forestry, watershed, recreation, locatable minerals, opsn space. 

604. Kossfer Lake IA Retention/l. 1A Retention/5 1R Disposal/7 IA Retention/5 
TlS R71W 2C None/6 28 Needed 

SlO 80 3A Important/3 
4B Unavailable 
5B Onen 5C Closed 32 Closed 
&A C&cern Area/Z . 
7B None 
8B Stable/Slight 
9A Open 9B Closed p Closed 

10A Cooperative 
11A Open 
12B General 12A Important 
13C Class III 
14C Roaded Natural 
15D High 
16D Class III 
17B None 
18A Available/4 18B Concern Area/4 

C Closed C Closed 
19A Open 19B Concern Area 

B Concern Area 
20D None 
21A Standard 
2229A General 

12A Important 12A Important 

1A Retention/5 

5C Closed 

7B Closed 

18B Concern Area/4 18B Concern Area/4 
C Closed C Closed 

19B Concern Area 19B Concern Area 

/1 Values: Power site reservation of the SWRU - 40 acres; watershed, open space. 
/2 Secondary strewn to the Boulder Municipal Watershed. 
\; FX-& mule deer and black bear. 

- SlO closed only. 

f5 USFS. 
,'6 Walking access from US Forest Service. 
/7 Boulder County, adJacent to County ?ark. 
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Mgt. Unit ACES Issue Management Categories by Alternative 
A B c D 

605. Gross Reservoir lA Retention/l 
'PlS R71W 2A Existing/4 

621 127.66 3A Important/3 
S2G 77.91 4A Available 
S23 116.22 R Unavailable 

321.79 5B Open 
6A Concern Area/2 
7B None 
SB Stable/Slight 
9A Open 

10A Cooperative 
11A Open 
128 General 
1% Class III 

D Class IV 
14C Roaded Natural 

D Rural 
15D High 
16D Class III 
178 Xone 
1% closed/l 
19B Concern Area 
2OD None 
21A Standard 
22429A General 

1A Retention/6 
2B Needed 

1B Disposal/5 1B Disposal/S 

5C Closed 
6A Concern Area/2 

9B Closed 

12A Important 

5C Closed 
6A Concern Ares/P 

9B Closed 

12A Important 

14C Roaded Natural 
D Rural 

14C Roaded Natural 
D Rural 

E 

1B Disposal/S 

5C Closed 
6~ Concern Area/2 

9B Closed 

12A Important 

14C Roaded Natural 
D Rural 

Power site reservation of S21, 28 and N1/2NE of 525); power site classification for NESH of 529 (37.29 acres). Values: wildlife, open 
space, water quality, forestry, recreation. 
Boulder Municipal Watershed. Two short lengths of floodplain totaling l/2 mile. 
Elk, mule deer, balck bear, golden es&e, riparian, and rainbow trout. 
County road and walking from US Forest Service. 
Boulder county for inclusion in county park if acceptable to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission. (Currently under RbPP 
application). 
USFS. 

606. Boulder Cr. 
TlS R71W 

525 
526 
527 
S34 
535 

1A Retention/l 
2A Existing/l4 

33.09 C None 
248.73 3A Impxtant/3 
122.29 4B 'Unavailable 

39.71 D Nonforest 
484.28 5B 
934.90 

%=n 
6A Concern Area/2 
7B None 
88 Stable/Slight 
gA Open 

10A Cooperative 
11A Open 
12B General 
13B Class II/4 

c Class III 
D Class IV 

14B SPMf5 
C Roaded Natural 

15D High 
16~ Class II/15 

D Class III 
17A Concern Areat 
18~ Concern Area/l1 

C Closed 
19B Concern Area 

20D None 
21B Seasonal/l0 
22-29A General 

1B Disposal/3 1B Disposal/l3 1B Dispxalfl3 
2A Existing 

B Needed 
3A Important/3 3A Important/3 3A Important/3 

5C Closed 5C Closed 5C. Closed 
6A Concern Area/2 6~ Concern Area/2 6A Concern Area/2 

gB Closed 9B Closed 9B Closed 

1913 Concern Area/l2 
C Closed 

19B Concern Area/l2 19B Concern Area/l2 
c Closed c Closed 

/I S25 and SWSW 526 classified power site, power site reservation SUNE and SW of 526, and N1/2SE of 527. Values: water quality, wildlife, 
recreation, open space, salable minerals. 

12 Boulder Municipal Watershed. Three short lengths of floodplain totaling 1 mile. 
/3 Mule deer, black bear, golden esgle, rainbow trout, and riparian. 
14 YWNW - 526, $25, prtion of 535 Class II. 
15 All l/4 mile south of creek SPM. 
19 Eldorado Carlyon geolgic feature. 
/lO Surface occupancy allowed in 525 between 7/l and 12/15 for raptor and mule deer protection; and in S26, 27, 34 and 35 between 4/l and 

12115 for mule deer protection. 
/IL 525; 526; 527 ~112~~; ~10sed only. 
/12 S25 closed. 
f13 Boulder County for inclusion in county park if acceptable to the Federal Energy Regulatary Cwnissfon. (Currently under R&PP 

application). 
/14 County road to portions, walk to most. 
115 S25 Class III only. 

701. Golden Gate LB Disposal/l 
State Park 2C None 
T2S R71W 3A Important/2 

S31 280 4A Available 
B Unavailable 

T2S n72w 5B Open 
s14 200 6~ General 
535 7B None 

RB Stable/Slight 
Y. Open 

1OB General 
1LA Open 
12B General 
13C Class III 
14C Roaded Natural 
l5D High 
16D Class III 
17B None 
18C Closed 
19B Concern Area 
20D None 
2lDOpen 
22-29A General 

5c closed 5C Closed 

9B Closed 9B Closed 

12A Important 12A Important 

1gc Closed 19C Closed 

5C Closed 

9B Closed 

12.A Important 

19C Closed 

/I Classified for disposal to the Golden Gate Canyon State Park and application for RLPP. 
/2 Elk, mule deer, and riparian (Sl4). 
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Mgt. Unit ACRS Issue Management Categories by Alternative 
A R :: D 

702. Eldorado Mtn. 1A Retention/6 
T2S R71W 2C None 2B Needed 2B Needed 

s2 283.60 3A Important/2 3A Important/2 3A Important/2 
4B Unavailable 

D Nonforest 
5B Open 5C Closed 5C Closed 
6A Concern Area/l 
7B None 
8B Stable/Slight 
!?A Open 9B Closed 9B Closed 

10B General 
11A Open 
12B General 
13D Class IV 
14B SPM 
15D High 
16.2 Class II/5 

D Class III 
1'tA Concern Area13 
18B Concern Area 
19B Concern Area 
20D None 
21B Seasonal/4 
22-29A General 

/l Secondry stream to the Boulder Municipal Watershed. 
/2 Mule deer, black bear, mountain lion, and riparian. 
/3 Eldorado Shear Zone geologic hazard in Lot 4. 
/4 4/l-12/15 seasonal occupancy for n&e deer habitat protection. 
/5 Portion of Lot 2 Class II only. 
/6 Values: wildlife, water quality, recreation, open space, salable minerals. 
/7 USFS. 

801. Central City/ 1A Retention/4 
Black Hawk 2A Existinn/ 
T3S R72W 

s6 
3A Important/l 3A Important/l 

0.45 4B Unavailable 
s7 33.67 D Nonforestle 

T3S R73W 5B Open 
Sll 108.95 6A Concern Area/3 6A Concern Area/3 
512 72.80 7B None 

2r5.87 8B Stable/Slight 
9A Open 9B Closed 

10B General 10A Cower&iv@ 
11A Open 
12B General 
13B Class II 
14E Urban 
15A NRHP 
16D Class III 

12A Important 

15A NRHP 

1C Specif. Review 1C Specif. Review 1A Retention/h 

3A Important/l 3A Important/l 

6A Concern Area/3 6A Concern Area/3 

9B Closed 
10A Cooperative 

12A Important 

98 Closed 
10A Cooperative 

12A Imnortant 

15A NRHP 15A NRHP 

17B None 
18B Concern Area 
19B Concern Area 
20D None 
21D Open 
22-29A Oeneral 

11 Mule deer. 
/2 Scattered tracts, many with county road access. 
/3 Pollution problem. 
/4 Values: wildlife, water quality, open space, minerals, cultural, scenic. 
$ Mi-ling claim policy. 

. 

802. Gilpin 
T2S R7ZW 

531 31.58 
532 2.00 

T3W R72W 
s8 37.50 

517 309 
S18 202.41 
520 40 
s21 & 
622 1.19 

T3S R73W 
Sl 325.39 
52 146.45 
513 92.21 
s14 53.99 

S23 123.88 
524 200 

73?+J5 

lA Retention/7 

2A Existing/S 
C None 

3A Important/4 
4A Available 

B Unavailable 
D Nonforest 

5A Leased/3 
B Open 

6~ Concern Areall 
7A Known/2 
8B Stable/Slight 
9A Open 9B Closed 

10B General 1OA Cooperative 
11A Open 
12B General 12A Important.16 
13B class II/~ 

c Class III 
D Class IV 

14D Rural/y 14C Roaded Natural/9 
15B State/Local 
16D Class.111 
17B None 
18B Concern Area 
19B Concern Area 
20D None 
2l.D Open 
22-29A General 

E 

1A Retention/7 

3A Important/2 

5C Closed 

9B Closed 

1B Disposal/8 LB r)isposalfB lA Retention/l0 
C Specif. Review C Specif. Review 

9B Closed 
1OA Cooperative 

12A Important/G 

9B Closed 
10A Cooperative 

12A Important/h 

14C Roaded Natural/v 14C Roaded Natural/3 

/l North Fork Clear Creek Municipal Watershed, 4 floodplain sections along the North Fork Clear Creek, pollution problem. 
12 Spring in ~18 T3S R72W. 
/3 Three leases covering 600 acres. 
/4 Mule deer except north of highray 119 and Central City Sl, 31 and 36, four sections of riparian on Russell Gulch, and North Fork 

Clear Creek (and tributaries). 
/5 Some tracts with existing roads but closed, others with county road access. 
16 Class II corridor along highwry 119 and Maryland Mountian. 
17 Values: wildlife, forestry, water quality, rater source, recreation, scenic, minerals, open space. 
/8 Mining claim plicy. 
/9 Trail riding permit. 
/'lo USFS. 
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Mgt. Unit Acres Issue ltinagement Categories by Alternative 
A R C D 

803. Clear Creek 1A Retention/7 1B Disposal/l 1B Disposal/l 

T3S R71W 2A Existing/4 
533 160 c None 
$4 3A Important/3 

4B Unavailable 
3A Important/3 3A Important/3 

E 

1R Disposal/l 

3A Important/3 

C Noncommercial 
D Nonforest 

5RGpen 
6A Concern Area12 
7B None 
8B Stable/Slight 
9A Open 

10B Clneral 
11A Open 
12B General 
13c Class III 
14D Rural 
15C Limited 
16D Class III 
17A Concern Area/5 
18B Concern Arcs. 
19B Concern Area 
20D None 
21B Seasonal/6 
22-29~ General 

12A Important 12A Important 12A Xmoortant 

/l Jefferson County. 
/2 1 mile floodplain along Clear Creek, pollution problem. 
/3 Turkey, mule deer, riparian, and brown trout. 
/4 County road to the 533 tract, none to S34. 
15 Clear Creek Canyon Geologic Feature of importance. 
/6 Surface occupancy between 8/l and 3/31 only for protection of turkey habitat. 
17 Values: open space, wildlife, eater quality, scenic. 

804. Sante Fe Mtn. 
T4S R72W 

s5 40 
si8 19.76 

53.76 

lA Retention/4 
2C Rone 
3A Important/l 
4B Unavailable 
5BGpen 
6A Concern Area/3 
7B None 
8B Stable/Slight 
9A Open 

10A Cooperative 
1l.A open 
12B General 
13B Class II/2 

c class III 
14D Rural 
15D High 
163, Class III 
17B None 
18B Concern Area 
19B Concern Area 
20D None 
21D Open 
22-23A General 

/1 Mule deer and elk. 
/2 S5 is Class II. . . _. 
13 Secondary watershed to Clear Creek pollution problem. 
I4 Values: wildlife, water quality, open space, scenic. 
15 VSFS. 
/6 General. 

805. Idaho Spr. 
T3S R73W 

525 
~26 
534 
S35 
~36 

40 
40 
10 

150 

1A Retention/4 
2A Exiting/:! 

D None 
3A Important/l 
4B Unavailable 

D Nonforest 
300 5B Q=n 
540 6A Concern Area/3 

7B None 
8B Stable/Slight 
9A Open 

10A Cooperative 
11A Open 
12B General 
13B Class II 
14E Urban 
15C Limited 
161, Class III 

1A Retention/5 1~ Disposal/6 1A Retention/5 

3A Important/l 3A Important/l 

6~ Concern Area/l 6~ Concern Area/$ 

1A Retention/5 

3A Important/l 

6A Concern Area/i 

12A Important/2 12A Important/2 12A Important/2 

14B Roaded Natural 14B Roaded Natural 14B Roaded Natural 

12A Important 12A Important 12A Important 
13B Class II 13B Class II 13B Class II 

17B None 
18B Concern Area 18B Concern Area 

19B Concern Area 
20D None 
21D Open 
22-29A General 

1C Specif. Review 1C Rpecif. Review IA Retention/6 

18B Concern Area 18B Concern Area 

. 

/l Mule deer, mountain lion, and one short riparian section in Virginia Canyon. 
/2 County road access to much of the land, scattered tracts lacking roads. 

/3 Pollution problem. 
I4 Values: wildlife, Water quality, scenic, minerals, open space. 
:;: fii",ng claim policy. 

. 
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Mgt. Unit ACI--33 Issue Mana~emcnt Categories by Alternative 
A R C D E 

806. Countv Divide LA Retention/l 
T4S Rj2W 

Sl 
52 
S3 

T3S R72W 
~26 
527 
030 
s32 
S33 
534 

T3S R73W 
s21 
522 
523 
525 
$26 
527 
S34 
s35 
s26 

80 

230 
80 

145 

19s 
150 

80 
123 
175 

150 
145 

5 
145 
45 
45 
20 

5 

2A Existing/S 
c Hone 

3A Important/h 
&B Unavailable 

c Nonconnercial 
D Nonforest 

3" Leased/3 
B Open 

6h Concern Area/2 
78 None 
8B Stable/Slight 
9A Open 

10A Cooperative 
11A Open 
12B General 
13B Class II/~ 

c Class III 
D Class IV 

140 Rural 
15D High 
161, Class III 
l?h Concern Area/7 
18B Concern Area 
19B Concern Area 
20D None 
21D Open 
22-29A General 

5A Leased/3 5A Leased/3 5A Leased/3 
B Open B open B Open 

9H Closed 9B Closed 9B Closed 

12A Important16 12A Important/6 12A ImDortant/6 

1R Disposal/R 1A Retention/l0 IA Retention/l] 
C Specif. Review19 C Specif. Review/9 

Values: wildlife, livestock, minerals, open space, water power withdrawal, scenic. 
Three floodplain sections along Clear Creek, pollution problem. 
One lease covering 500 acres. 
Mule deer, mountain lion north of Idaho Springs, and Clear Creek riparian and brown trout. 
County road access to most tracts, S26, 27 and 32 lack roads, scattered tracts lack roads. 
Class II except the east side of summit peak (class IV) and York Gulch scattered tracts (class III). 
Floyd liill Slump Geologic Hazard and Clear Creek Canyon Geologic Feature of importance east of Idaho Sprin$s. 
Fast of Idaho Springs - General (water pwer withdrawal problem). 
West of Idaah Springs - Elining claim plicy. 

110 East of Idaho Surinits - BLM same values a/l. 

co:. Silver to Fall Cr. 
T3S R73W 

Sl9 320 
520 310 
521 200 

S28 140 
S29 100 

s30 10 
T3S R74w 

s20 40 
S21 240 
S22 435 
Ii23 410 
524 275 
527 70 

520 145 
Tim 

1A Retention/8 
2.4 Existing/& 

C None 
3A Impxtatntf3 
4A Available 

1l Unavailable 
C Noncommercial 
D Nonforest 

5A Leased/2 
B Open 

6A Cbncern Area17 
7B None 
8B Stable/Slight 
9A Open 

1OA Cooperative 
11A Open 
125 Gzneral 
13R Class II/5 
140 Rural/b 
15B State/Local/G 

D Migh/l 
16D Class III 
17B None 
18B Concern Area/l 

C Closed 
19B Concern Area 
2OD None 
21D Open 
2%29A General 

3A Important/3 

1B Disposal/g 1B Disposal/g 1A Retention/l1 
C Speeif. Review C Specif. Review/l0 

3A Important/3 3A Important/3 

6A Concern Area/7 6A Concern Area/I 6A Concern AreafT 

9B Closed 9B Closed 9R Closed 

12A Important/S 12A Important/5 12A Important/5 
130 Class II/5 13B Class II/5 13B Class II/5 

18B concern Area/l 18B Concern Area/l 18~ Concern Area/l 
C Closed C Closed C Closed 

/I North of Uumont 40 acres are classified for R&PP lease closed to location. 
12 One lease covering 1100 acres. 
13 Ijule deer, bighorn sheep, elk calving, two Red Tail Hawk nesting areas, mountain lion on the western section, and 3 riparian sections: 

Mill Creek, Spring Gulch, and Fall River; Brook Trout in Mill and Fall Creeks. 
/4 Some county road access, Elephant Hill area lacking access roads. 
/5 Class II except solm? west of Mill Creek near Red Elephant Hill. 
/6 Iiistoric Arastra Just north of Dumont and important fisheries in ?lill Creek. 
17 Pollution problem. 
/8 Values: wildlife, livestock, water quality, open space, scenic, minerals. 
/9 General - small tracts without mining claims. 
ilO Mining claim policy. 
fll USFS. 



&t. Unit Acres Issue Management Categories by Alternative 
A R c D I: 

811. hpire Clrf LA Retention/4 
$35 H74W 2B Needed/:! 

520 170 3A Important/l 
4A Available 

B Unavailable 
D Nonforest 

5B Open 
6A Concern Area/3 
7B None 
85 Stable/Slight 
9A opn 

10A Cooperative 
1l.A open 
12B General 
L3R Class II 
14D Rural 
15D High 
16D Class III 
17B None 
18B Concern Area 
13B Concern Area 

1A Retention/S 

3A Iuportsnt/l 

1C Specif. Review lA 3etentioniS :A Retention/S 

3A Important/l 3A Iml,ortant/l 

6A Concern Area/l 

yd Closed 

12A Important 

14C Roaded Natural 

6A Concern Areafa 6A Concern Area/3 

PI3 Closed gB closed 

12A Important 12A :n ortant 

14C Roaded ?ratural 1hC Ronded lJatura1 

26D None 
21D Open 
22"29A General 

/l Mule deer, mountain lion and bighorn sheep. 
/2 Access acquisition in progress. 
/3 Secondary watershed to Clear Creeek pollution problem. 
/4 Values: wildlife, forestry, water quality, open space, minerals, recreation. 
15 USFS. 
fG Mining claim policy. 

812. Mad Creek 1A Retention/b 
'13s K74W ?I3 Needed/3 

szo 140 3A Im~~~rtant/2 
S29 140 4A Available 

2375 B Unavailable 
D Nonforest 

5B Own 
&A &cern Area/l 
7B None 
8B Stable/Slight 
9A op-=n 

10A Cooperative 
1l.A open 
12B General 
13B Class II 
14D Rural 
15D High 
16D Class III 
17B None 
18B Concern Area 
13B Concern Area 
20D None 
21D Open 
22-29A General 

1A Retention/4 

3A Important12 

1C Specif. Review/5 1A Retention/4 

3A Important/2 

1A %tention/'& 

3A ImpOrtant/ 

6A Concern Area/l 

9B Closed 

12A Important 

6A Concern Area/l 6A Concern Area/l 

')R Closed 9B Closed 

12A Important 12A Important 

18B Concern Area l.8R Concern Area 18B Concern Area 

11 Mad Creek Municipal Watershed. 
12 Mule deer and bighorn sheep. 
$4" g;ys acquisition in progress. 

. 

: wildlife, water quality, forestry, open space, scenic, minerals. 

813. Lincoln Mtn. IA Retention/T 1A Retention/Y 1C Specif. Review lc: Iipecif. Review 1A Retention/S 

T3S R74W 2C None/Z 
523 160 3A Important/l 

4A Availalble 
B Unavailable 
D Nonforest 

5B OF- 
6A Concern Area/4 
78 None 
8B Stable/Slight 
9A Open 

10A Cooperative 
1l.A f)Den 
12R G&era1 
13B Class II 

12A Important 12A Important 

14C Roaded Natural 
15D High 
16D class III 
17A Concern Area/3 
188 Concern Area 
13B Concern Area 
20D None 
21D Open 
22-29A General 

/l Bighorn sheep, riparian aLong Bard Creek and Brook trout. 
I2 Private roads. 
13 Landslide geologic hazard deposits between Lincoln mn. and Hard and West fork Clear Creeks. 
/4 Secondary watershed to Clear Creek pllution problem. 
15 USFS. 
/6 Mining claim policy. 
/7 Values: wildlife, forestry, vater quality, open space, scenic, minerals. 

&"A Important 
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Mgt. Unit Acres Issue Management Categories by Alternative 
B c D E A 

1B Disposal/7 1B Disposal/7 1A Retention/9 
C Specif. Review/O C Speeif. Review/8 

808. Alps tltn. 
T3S R74W 

535 
s36 

T3S R73W 
530 
531 
532 

1A Retention/6 
2A Fxinti"g/2 

C Bone 
3A Important/l 
4A Available 

B Unavailable 
D Aonforest 

50 Open 
6A Concern Area/5 
70 None 
8B Stable/Slidht 
9A Open 

1OA Cooperative 
1l.A Open 
12R General 
13B Class 1113 
14D Rural 
15F None 
16D Class III 
27A Concern Area/4 
18B Concern Area 
19B Concern Area 
20D None 
21D Open 
22-29~ General 

100 

90 

40 

230 
145 
140 

30 
20 

100 
260 
340 
300 

1795 

4A Available 4A Available 
B Unavailable B IJnavailable 

4A Available 
B Unavailable 
D Nonforest 

6A Concern Area/z 

D Nonforest D Nonforest 

6A Concern Area/5 6A Concern Area/5 

9B Closed 9B Closed 9B Closed 

12A Important/3 12A Important/3 L2A Important/3 
138 Class II/3 13B Class II/3 138 Class II/3 

Elk, deer, turkey, riparian along Trail Creek. 
Some county road access, scattered tracts with existing roads but closed. 
Class II except area between Trail Creek and Alps road. 
Landslide geologic hazard dewsits between Trail Creek and Alps Mtn. 
Secondry watershed to Clear Creek pollution problem. 
Values : wildlife, forestry, water quality, open space, scenic, mineral, recreation. 
General - small tracts vithout mining clai!ss. 
Mining claim polciy. 
USPS. 

1B Disp3sal/5 1B Disposal/5 lA Retention/7 
C Specif. Review/6 C Specif. Review/6 

309. Silver Mtn. 
‘P3S H73W 

S2R 

IA Retention/4 
2A Existing/3 

C None 
3% Important/2 
%A Available 

B Unavailable 
C Noncannercial 
D Nonforest 

5B open 
6A Concern Area/l 
7B None 
aB Stable/Slight 
9A 0~" 9B Closed 

10A Cooperative 
1l.A Own 
12B General 12A Important 
13B Class II 
14D Rural 
15D High 
16D class III 
17B None 
18B Concern Area 
19B Concern Area 
20D None 
21D Open 
22-29A General 

100 
180 
1GO 

30 
50 

523 
530 
s33 
s34 

T3S R74W 
525 
s26 
527 
833 
534 
s35 
S36 

T4S R74W 
34 
s4 

340 
170 

50 

4:: 
340 

60 

460 
3z-c 

9B Closed 9B Closed 

12A Important 12A Important 

/l %o floodplain sections along Clear Creek, pollution problem. 
/2 Mule deer, bighorn, and Clear Creek riparian, brow" and rainbow trout. 
/3 A little county road access, some closed existing roads , scattered tracts lack roads. 
/4 Values: forestry, wildlife, water quality, open space, minerals. 
/5 General - small tracts vithout mining claims. 
/6 ilining claim policy. 
17 USFS. 

IA Retention/5 1C Specif. Review/6 1A Retention/5 lA Retention/5 810. Fmpi re lA Retention/3 
'T3S R74W 2A Existing/2 

3213 60 C None 

523 150 
210 

3A Important/l 
4A Available 

B Unavailable 
D !Lonforest 

58 Open 
6A Concern Area/4 
78 None 
8B Stable/Slight 
9A Open 

10A Cooperative 
11A Open 
12B General 
13B Class II 
14D Rural 
15C Limited 
1GD Class III 
17B None 
13R Concern Area 
19B Concern Area 
201) None 
21D Open 
22-23A General 

/1 Mule deer and bighorn sheep. 
a_ - 

3A Important/l 3A Important/l 
&A Available 4A Available 

3A Important/l 
&A Available 

B Unavailable B Unavailable B Unavailable 
D Nonforest D Nonforest D Nonforest 

6A Concern Area/4 6A Concern Area/4 6~ Concern Area/4 

9B Closed 9B Closed 9B Closed 

12A Important 12A Important 12A Important 
13B Class II 13B Class II 13B Class II 

12 County road. 
/3 Values: wildlife, water quality, forestry, open space, scenic, minerals. 
/4 &con&y watershed to Clear Creek pollution problem. 
/5 USFS. 
/6 Jtining claim Iplicy. 
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t&t. Unit Acres Issue Management Categories by Alternative 
A B C D 

3i4. rlxg:as tnn. IA Retention/b 1C Specif. Review 1C Specif. Review 
T‘IS R74W 2c None -- 

s20 40 G Important/l 3A Imnortant/l 
4% Unavailable 

3A In!nortant/l 
S33 100 

E 

LA Retention/7 

3A Imnortant/l 

:;34 60 
EE 

D Nonforest 
5BGpen 
6~ Concern Area/4 
7B None 
8B Stable/Slight 
9h Open 9% Closed 

1UA Cooperative 
11A Open 
12B General 12A Important 
13B Class II 
14D Rural 
15D Righ 
16D Class III 
17A Concern Area/2 
1SB Concern Area/3 

C Closed 
19B Concern Area 
20D None 
2l.D Open 
2?-29A General 

9% Closed 9B Closed 

12A Important 12A Important 

/l Bighorn sheep, mule deer, Clear Creek riparian, Brown and rainbow trout. 
/2 Landslide geologic hazard deposits on the north slope of Douglas rltn. and south of Clear Creek. 
/3 Lots 3,4,5,8,9, and 10 S33 closed by classification for recration and public purposes. 
/4 Secondry watershed to Clear Creek pollution problem. 
/5 #lining claim policy, hater power withdrawal. 
fG Values: wildlife, forestry, water quality, open space, scenic, minerals. 
/7 USFS. 

015. rior~etown NW lA Retention/9 
'13s R74W 2A Existing/3 

532 90 c None 
'P4S R74W 3A Important/2 

s4 80 4% Unavailable 
s5 400 C Noncomwrcial 

D Nonforest 
s3 170 5% Open 
517 6A Concern Area/l 

7% None 
SB Stable/Slight 
')A Open 

1CA Cooperative 
1l.A Open 
12R General 
13B Class II 
14D Rural/4 

E Urban 
15D High 
16D Class III 
17A Concern Area/5 
1SB Concern Area/6 

C Closed 
19B Concern Area 
2OD None 
2lDnpen 
22-29A General 

lA Retention/8 

3A Imnortant/2 

1% Disposal/ 10 
C Specif. Review 

6A Concern Area/l 

12A Important/7 

1% Disposal/l0 
C Specif. Review 

3A Imnortant/2 

6A Concern Area/l 

12A Important/7 12A Important/7 

Two floodplain sections along Clear Creek, pollution problem. 
Red tail hawk nesting area, Clear Creek riparian, Brown and rainbow trout, and bighorn sheep. 
County road, scattered tracts lacking roads, walking access from US Forest Service. 
Aorth half rural., south urban. 
Landslide geologic hazard deposits between Clear Creek and Saxon J&n. 
Lot 14 532, W1/2RW S4, and portions of Elf2 S5 closed by classification for recreation and public purposes. 
Worth half important open space. 
USFS. 
Values: wildlife, water quality, open space. 

1Of General - small tracts without mining claims. Ilining claim policy. 

54 40 C None 
Y5 30 3A Important/2 >A Important/2 
30 100 4% Unavailable 
S17 130 D Nonforest 

m 5% Open 
6A Concern Area/l 
7B JJone 
8B StablefSliGht 
9A Gpen 9% Closed 

10A Cooperative 
11A Open 
12B General 12A Important 
13A Class II 13B Class II 
1JrE Urban 14D Rural 
1jA RRRP/J+ 15A RUHP/4 
1613 Class III 

-- 

1A Retention/R 

3A Iwortant/2 

6A Concern Area/l 

316. C*orgetown lA Retention/7 1A Retent ionffi 1R Disposal/l0 1B Disposal/lG 

qr4s !{74W 2A Existing/3 C Specif. Review/9 C Specif. Review/9 

3A Imwrtant/:! 

9B Closed 

12A Important 
13B Class II 
14D Rural 
l5A ARlIP/4 

17A Concern Area/6 
18B Concern Area/5 

c Closed 
1')B Concern Area 
2OD None 
21D Open 
22-23A General 

/l One floodplain section along South Fork Clear Creek, pollution problem. 
/2 Bighorn sheep mule deer, 

ounty road, irivate 
South Fork Clear Creek riparian, and Brook trout. 

f3 c roads , scattered tracts lacking roads. 
14 Georgetown NRHP and National Historic Landr,Yark. 
/5 Closed by classification for recreation and public purposes. 
f6 Landslide geologic hazard deposits between Clear Creek and Saxon Mtn. 
17 Values: wildlife, open space, scenic, water power, cultural, minerals, recreation. 
/8 USFS. 
/9 Lining claim policy water power withdrawal. 
/lO General - small tracts with no mining claims. 

1A Retention/8 

3A Important/2 

9B Closed 

12A Important 
13B Class II 
14D Rural 
l5A NRHP/4 
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&t. Unit Acres Issue Mnagenent Categories by Alternative 
R C D E A 

IA Retention/6 19 Disposal/7 1B Dispsal/7 IA Retention/l 
C Specif. Review/O C :jpecif. Review/8 

100 
300 
300 
300 
100 
280 

IA Retention/5 
2A Existing/3 

c None 
3A Inp3rtantt2 
4B Unavailable 

B Unavailable 
C Noncommercial 
D Nonforest 

817. Graynlon t 

T4S R75W 
514 
s15 
~16 
521 
s22 
523 
924 

3A Important/2 SA Important/2 3A Important/2 

120 5B Qp" 
1500 6A Concern Area/l 

7B Elone 
8B Stable/Slight 
9A Rx” 

10A Cooperative 
11A Open 
12B General 
13R Class II 
14D Rural 
15D High 
16D Class III 
17A Concern Area/4 
18B Concern Area 
19B Concern Area 

20D None 
21D Open 
22-29A General 

GA Concern Area/l 

')F1 "losed 

6~ Concern Area/l GA Concern Area/l 

9B Closed 9B ClOS.eli 

12A Important 12A Important 
13B Class II 13B Class II 

14C Roaded Natural l&C Roadefi :Jaturnl 

12A Importnnt 
13s Class II -- 
%?%oaded Natural 

17A Concern Area/4 17A Concern Area/4 17A Concern Area 

/l One 3/4 mile floodplain section along Clear Creek and pollution problem. 
/2 Clear Creek riparian and bighorn sheep. 
/3 County road, a few scattered tracts lacki% roads. 
/4 Avalanche zone geologic hazard. 
15 Values: wildlife, water quality, open space, scenic, recreation, minerals. 
/6 USPS. 
/7 General - snsll tracts without mining claims. 
/8 Mining claim policy. 

81.8. Silver Plume 1A Retention/8 1R Dispsal/9 1B I)isposal/9 
C Specif. Review C +eciF. Review 

1A Retention/7 1A Retention/7 

3A Important/l 3A Important/l 3A Important/l 

T4S H75W 2A Existing/2 
513 20 c None 
526 160 3A Inprtant/l 

im 4B Unavailable 
D Xonforest 

5B Open 
6A Concern Area/6 
7B None 
8B Stable/Slight 
3A Qpe" 

1OA Cooperative 
11A Gpen 
12B General 
13B Class II 
14E Urban 
15A NRHP/4 
16D class IL1 
17A Concern Area/3 
18B Concern Area/5 

C Closed 
19B Concern Area 
20D None 
21D Open 
22-23A General 

6A Concern Area/6 6A Concern Area/h 6A Concern Area/6 

9B Closed 9B Closed gB Closed 

12A Important 12A Izaportant 
130 Class II 13B Class II 
14D Rural 140 Rural 
15A NRHP/4 15A NRHP 

17A Concern Area/3 17A Concern Area/3 

Bighorn sheep. 
County road, private roads, walking access from US Forest Service. 
Avalanche zone geologic hazard and landslide geologic hazard deposit south of Clear Creek. 
Georgetown Railroad NRHP and National Historic Landmark. 
Portion of 524 closed by recreation and public purposes Lease application. 
Secondary watershed to Clear Creek pll"tion problem. 
USFS. 
Values: wildlife, water quality, open space, scenic, recreation, cultural. 
General - water pwer withdrawal problem; small tracts with no mining claFns, mining claim plicy. 

12A Important 
13B Class II 
14D Rural 

NRHP 15A 

17A Concern Area/3 

1A Retention/9 819. Georgetown 1A Retention/8 
Rail Road 2A Existing/3 
T4S R74W C I?one 

sl.7 40 3A Inpxtant/2 
Slfl 100 4B Unavailable 
s19 160 D Nonforest 

335 5B 0~" 
6A Concern Area/l 
7B None 
8B Stable/Slight 
9A Open 

10A Cooperative 
11A 0~" 
12B General 
13B Class II 

14D Rural/4 
15A NRRP/5 
16D Class III 
17A Concern Area/7 
18~ Concern Area/6 

C Closed 
19C Closed/5 
20D None 
2lDOpen 
22-23A General 

1A Retention/!, 

3A Important/:! 

13 Dispsal./lO 1R Dis~sal/lO 

3A Important/2 3A Important/2 

6A Concern Area/l 6A Concern Area/l 6A Concern Area/l 

9B Closed ')B Closed 9B Closed 

12A Important 12A Important 12A Ilaportant 
130 Class II 13B Class II 13s Class II 

15A NRHP/+ 15A NRHP& 

17A Concern Area/7 17A Concern Area/7 

15A NRHPi5 

17A Concern Area/7 

/1 Three floodplain sections alow Clear Creek, and wllution problems. 
/2 Clear Creek riparian and bighorn sheep. 
13 County roads, private roads, railrosd. 
/4 Historic rail road operating for tourists. 
/5 Georgetown Railroad NRRP and Bational Xistoric Landmark. 
/6 Closed by recreation and public purposes lease and lease application. 

geologic hazard deposit south of Clear Creek. 
water quality, open space, recreation, cultural. 

IlO State/local - water ww?r withdrawal problem. 
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:li;t. Unit Acres --- Issue Mnnageinent Categories by Alternative 
A I3 C 3 J? 

:I :‘I>. LEhVeIIVOrt:l x:1. 1A :?etJ:itioll/h 
T4S H7hW :!A Existing12 

517 60 C None 
:i 1!1 40 3A Inprtantfl 
:;17 70 45 '%availul)le 
:;20 60 

5?7', 
'jB Open 
ia concern Area/5 
7H EIone 
!$B ';t?hlc/Slipht . L 
??A Open ' 

10A Coopemtive 
11A Open 
1x3 Geneml 
13B Class II 
lhy: Rural 
15D Hi& 
16D Class III 
17A Concern Area/3 
lJB Concern Are~r/l+ 

c Closed 
17R Concern AI-en 
2'3D None 
?lD Open 
22-29A General 

/1 iiighorn sheep and mule deer. 
I:.' County roads, scattered tracts lack roads. 

l/i 3ctc:itio"/7 13 IXspal/0 1B Dinpsal/A lA Retention/7 
C Specif. Review/i) C Specif. Review/9 

3n 1tnvorta"tll 

Ga concern area/', 

9!1 Closed 

3A Inporta"t/l 

6h Concern Area/5 

3T? Closed 

17A Concern Area/3 

/3 Landslide geologic hazard dewsit west of Leavenworth Jt". 
/Ii Closed by recreation and public purposes leases and lease application. 
/5 Secondary watershed to Cler Creek pollutio" problem. 
/6 Values: wildlife, water quality, open space, scenic, recreation, forestry. 
17 USFS. 
/6 Scneral - ~1.~111 tracts with lie :niri; '1;; claims, water power withdrawal prohlen. 
/7 'lining claim plicy. 

f2A Imaportant 12A Important 
13;s Class II 13R Class IT 
1 iC I Roaded IIatilrel l'+C Roaded Natnral 

17A Concern Area/3 17A Concern Area/3 

821. Independence Wtn. 3.A Retention/4 1A Retention/5 1B nispxa1/6 IA Retention/5 
l-45 H74W 2A Existing/2 C Specif. Review 

s17 50 C None 
520 400 

450 
3A Important/l 3A Important/l 
4A Available 4A Available 

B Unavailable B Unavailable 
5B %e* 
6A Concern Area/3 6A Concern Area/3 
7B None 
8B Stable/Slight 
9A Open 9B Closed 

fOA Cooperative 
11A Open 
12B General 12A Important 
13B Class II 
14D Rural 14C Roaded Natural 
15D High 
16D Class III 
17B None 
18B Concern Area 
l?B Concerll Area 
20D None 
21D Open 
22-27A General 

4A Available 4A Available 
B Unavailable B IJnavailable 

6R Concern Area/i 6A Concern Area/z 

9B Closed 

12A Imprtant 12A Important 

14C Roaded Natural 14C Roaded Natural 

!I bighorn, elk, rule deer, and South Fork Clear Creek riperian and Brook trout. 
12 County roads, private roads, walk from US Forest Service. 
/3 Secondary watershed to Clear Creek pollution problem, reservoir, floodplain. 
/ 4 'Ialoe 2; : wildlife, forestry, water qmlity, open spice, recreation, minerals. 
!5 WFS. 
!6 General - small tracts with no mining claims. Mining claim policy. 

3A Important/l 

6A Concern Area/5 

9B Closed 

IA Retention/S 

9B Closed 

?Ul. Snyder !dt". 1A Retention/3 
%Ls R72U 2C None 

S27 40 3A Important/l 
4B Unavailable 
5B Open 
6B General 
7B None 
8B Stable/Sli&t 
9A Open 

1GA Cooperative 
llh Open 
12B General 
13D Class IV 
14C Roaded Natural 
15D High 
16D Class III 
17B None 
1oc Closed:2 
19B Concern Area 
23D None 
2lD Open 
22-27A General 

3A Important 

5c Closed 

15 Disposal/4 1B Disposal/4 1B Disposal/k 

3A Important 3A Important 

5C Closed 5C Closed 

3B Closed 9B Closed 

l?A Inportant 12A Important 

14C Roaded Natural 14C Roaded Flatural 

9B Closed 

12A Important 

14C Roaded Natural 

/l Elk calvin(j and clule deer, raptors. 
i:' Classified for recreation and public purpose. 
f3 Values: wildlife, scenic, recreation, open space. 
/4 General - vater power tithdrawa: problem. 



90 

M&t. Unit ACRS Issue llanagement Catq:ories by Alternative 

A 3 c i-J r: 

902. kft‘. Fvans 1~ Reteutionlb IA Rententionf3 1R Disrxtsal/5 1R I)isrnsal/5 14 JEsposal/5 

T5S R73W 
s13 

2A Existing/2 
40 3A Important/l 3A Important/l 

4A Available &A Available 
SB Onen 

3A Important/l 
4A Available 

3A Important/l 
4A Available 

kB G;neral 
?A None 
8B Stable/Slight 
9A Open $x3 Closed 3B Closed y? Closed 

1OA Cooperative 
11A Open 
12B General 
13n Class II 13B Class II 
14D Rural 14D Rural 14D Rural 143) Rural 

15D High 
16D Class III 
17B None 
18C Closed/4 
19B Concern Area 
20D None 
210 Open 
22-29A General 

/1 Elk and mule deer. 
/2 County road. 
/3 US Forest Service. 

903. Deer Creek 
T6S R73W 

527 

l 

lA Retention/4 
2A Existing/2 

40 3A Imputant/l 
4A Available 

D lfonforest 
5A Leased 
F;B General 
7B None 
8B Stable/Slight 
9A Open 

1OA Cooperative 
11A Open 
120 General 
13D Class IV 
14C Roaded Natural 
15D High 
16D Class III 
178 None 
18B Concern Area 
19B Concern Area 
2OD None 
21D Open 
22-29A General 

l.A Retention/3 

3A Important/l 
4A Available 

n knf0rcst 

9B Closed 

12A Imuortant 

/1 Riparian along Deer Creek, Brook and rainbow trout, mule deer. 
/2 County road. 
/3 US Forest Service. 

904. Crooked Top Mtn. l.A Retention/Z 
T6S R73W 2A Existing/2 

S35 160 C None 
3A Important/l 
4B Unavailable 
5A Leased 
6B General 
7B None 
8B Stable/Slight 
9A Open 

10A Cooperative 
11A Open 
12B &neral 
13D Class 'tV 
lk Roaded Natural 
15D High 
16D Class III 
17B None 
18B Concern Area 
19B Concern Area 
20D None 
21D Open 
22-29A General. 

11 Mule deer. 
/2 Walking access fran US Forest Service. 
13 16 Forest Service. 

905. Yankee Creek 1A Retention/S 
T6S R'j'2W 2A Existing/2 

s3 50 C None 
3A Important/l 
4B Unavailable 
5B Open 
6~ General 
'7B None 
8B Stable/Slight 
9A Open 

1OA Cooperative 
11A Open 
128 Genera: 
13c class III 
14C Roaded Natural 
15D High 
160 Class III 
1’i’B None 
18B Concern Area 
19B Concern Area 
20D None 
21D Open 
22-23A General 

/1 Elk and mule deer. 
/2 Walking access from Us Forest Service. 
/3 US Forest Service. 

l.A Retention/3 

3A Important/l 

5A Leased 

9B Closed 

14B SPM 

/Ii Xthdrawn for US Forest Service Adninistrative Site 6/2';1/1?09. 
,/5 Colorado Division of Wildlife - Mt. E%zans Managewnt Area. 
16 Values: wildlife, scenic, recreation. 

1B llispsnl/S 1A Retention/3 1A 9etentionf3 

3A Important/l 
4A Available 

l? Sonforest 

12A Important 12A Important 

/4 Values: wildlife, forestry, livestock, open space, recreation. 
1s kneral - withdrawal problem. 

1B Disposal/ii 1A Retention/3 

3A Inwrtant/l 

5A Leased 

IA Retention/3 

3A Imnortant/l 

5A i,eased 

9B Cloned p3 Closed 

14 0er1era1. 
15 Values: wildlife, recreation, livestock. 

1A Retention/3 1B Disposal/4 1R Disposal/4 13 Disposal/Ii 

3A Imwrtant/l jA Important/l 3A Imuortant/l 

9B Closed 9B Closed 

14C Roaded Natural 14C Roaded Elatural 14C Roaded Natural 

9B Closed 

/4 General. 
15 Values: wildlife, recreatilln. 
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llgt. Unit Acre3 Issue Management Categories by Alternative 
A B c D F 

g0G. I)ecrnont 1A Retention/3 1B Disposal/2 1B Disposal/:! 1B Disposal/2 

T6S R70W X None 
523 4.00 3A Il;rpOrtant/l 3A In~ortan/l 3A Important/l 3A Important/l 

4B Unavailable 
5B Wen 
6B General 
7B :Ionc 
8B Stable/Slight 
PA Q=n 

10B General 
1lA open 
12B General 
13c Class III 
14C Roaded Natural 14c Roaded rrntura1 
15D High 
160 Class III 
17B None 
18A Available 
19A Open 
20D None 
21D Gpen 
2s29A cf31erd 

14C Roaded Natural 14C Roaded Natural 

. 

/1 Elk and mule deer. 
/2 ik?r1eral. 

/3 Values: wildlife, recreation. 

1A Retention/2 

JA Important/l 

6~ General 

w7. Grouse :ltri. 1A Retention/G 
T7S H72W 2A Existing/3 

SlD 7.20 C None 

s1g 57.40 3A Lnportant/l 
cm3 413 Unavailable 

5B Open 
GB fzeneral 
7B None 
OR Stable/Slight 
PA Open 

10A Cooperative 
11A Open 
123 General 
13C Class III 
14C Roaded Natural 14B sp:1 
15D tiigh 
16D Class III 
178 None 
18B Concurn Area/4 

C Closed 
198 Concern Area 
20D None 
21D Open 
22-29A General 

1B Disposal/5 Iii Retention/2 

jA Important/l 

6~ General 

lA Retention12 

JA Important/l 

6~ General 

14R SF?1 l4l3 sm 

/1 Mule deer. /5 General - Power project problem (see/h). 

/2 US Forest Service. f6 Values: wildlife, water quality, water power, recreation. 

/3 Walking access from US Forest Service. 
/4 Lots 3 and 4 $19 closed by Federal Power Commission order C-0123480 for withdrawal for grower project 552. 

goo. %eeot Resort Ck. 1A Retent~ioiq’3 1R Disposal/2 1B Disposal/2 IB Disposal/2 

T7S R73W X None 
Q2 80 3A Important/f 3A Important/l 

LB Unavailable 
5B Open 
6B General 
7B None 
8B Stable/Slight 
3A Open m Closed 

108 General 
1l.A open 
12B General 12A Important 
13C Class III 
14C Roaded Natural 14H SPM 
15D High 
16D class III 
17B None 
18B Concern Area 
lpl3 Concern Area 
20D ?lone 
213 Open 
22-29~ General 

/1 Elk and mule deer. 
/2 General. 

909. i:athedral :;pires 1A ftetent ion/3 1A Retentic>n/*~ 
T:S R70W 2C None 

SlO 00 3A Im~rt:int/l 3A Important/l 
4B Unavailable 
5B Open 
6~ General 
7u None 
8L3 Stable/Slight 
9B Closed 

10B General 
1lA open 
12B General 12A Important 
13B Class II 
14B SPfl 
15D Bigh 
16D class XII 
17A Concern Area/2 17A Concern Area/2 
1fiB Concern Area 
1% Closed 
200 :rone 
210 Open 
2?-29A General 

/3 Values: wildlife,open space, recreation. 

15 nispsa1/5 1R llisposal!5 

33 Imnortantfl 

19 Disposal15 

3A Imortanttl 

12A Important 12A Important 

17A Concern Area/2 17A Concern Area/2 

/l Peregrine falcon, prairie falcon, and mule deer. /4 USPS. 
/2 Cathedral sprieo geologic featwe. /5 State or county. 
/3 Values; wildlife, scenic, open space, recreation, water qualit>. 



Ngt. Unit Acres Issue Management Categories by Alternative 
A B c D E 

910. Foxton 1A Retention/2 L4 Retention/3 1B Disposal/4 1B Disposal/4 1R Disposal/4 

T7S Ri'OW X None 
s20 240 3A Important/l 3A Important/l 3A Important/l 3A Important/l 

4B Unavailable 
5B Open 
6B General 
?B None 
8B Stable/Slight 
PA ripen 

10B General 
1lA Open 
12B Gkeral 12A Imwrtant 12A Important 12A Iwortant 
13B Class II 13B Class II 13B Class II 13R Class II 

14A SPRM 
15D Sigh 
16D Class III 
17B None 
18B Concern Area 
19B Concern Area 
20D None 
21D Cpen 
22-29A General 

/l Mule deer. 
/2 Values: wildlife, open space, water quality, water power. 

/3 IPSFS. 
f4 state or County. 

911. South Platte lA Retention/l 
Canyon 2860 

/l L5 Forest Service - Cooperative Agreement in effect designating the FS as unaging agency, 

1001. Prospect Ras. 1A Retention/S 1R Disposal/3 1R Disposal/4 1B Dispsal/3 1B DisPosa1/3 

TY R64W 2A Existing/2 
s26 64.41 ;; ;q;;pzt:/l 

5c Closed 
6B General 
7B None 
8C Moderate 
9B Closed 

10B General 
11A Gpen 
12B General 
13D Class IV 
14D Rural 
15E Low 
16c cfass II 
1i'B None 
18B Concern Area 
19C Closed 
20B Open 
21C Yearlong 
22-29A General 

/1 Waterfovl, federal endangered bald eagle. 
/2 County road to dam - submerged land. 
/3 Private. 

1002. Horse Cr. Res. lA Retention/3 

TlH ~64~ 2C None 
S32 160 3A Important/l 

‘4D Nonforest 
5C Closed 
6~ General 
7B None 
8~ Moderate 
9B Closed 

105 General 
11A Open 
12B General 
13c Class III 
14D Rural 
15E Low 
16D Class III 
17B Rone 
18B Concern Area 
19C Closed 
20B Gpen 
2X Yearlong 
22-29A General 

fl Waterfowl. 
12 Private. 

1003. Manitou Springs 1A Retention/4 
T14S R67W 2A Existing/l 

s-r 115.90 c None 
S17 40.00 3B General 

155.90 4B Unavailable 

/4 General. 
f-j Values: wildlife, recreation, water resrvoir. 

1B Disposal/2 1B Disposal/2 1R Disposal/2 

13 Values: vildlife, vater resrvoir. 

lA Retention/2 1B Disposal/3 1A Retention/2 

5B Open 
6A Concern Area/3 GA Concern Area/3 
7B None 
BB Stable/Slight 
9AQpen 

108 General 
11A Oxen 
12B G&ml 12A Important 
13B Class II 
14B SFM 
15B State/Local 15B State/Local 
161, Class III 
17B None 
18A Available l8B Concern Area 
l9A Open 19C Closed 
20D None 
21A Standard 21D Open 
22-29~ General 

1A Retention12 

6A Concern Area/3 ____ 6A Concerh Areaf3 

12A Important 12A Imortant 

15B State/Local 150 State/Local 

1BB Concern Area 18B Concern Area 
19C Closed 19C Closed 

2lD Open 21D Open 

/l County road to S7. 
/2 UBFS. 

/3 tlanitou Springs (watershed). 
/4 Values: water quality, open space, scenic. 



APPENDIX C 

MANAGEIWENT OF SUBSURFACE ESTATE 

IM’ 
OIL ?t 612 

INTRODUCMON 

These tables describe the minerals mana&ement of subsurface estate where, and only 
vhere, the surface is mimed by non-federal entities (State, local, cor~rate, 
private, etc.). Township. Range, Section, and parcel descriptions are used to 
organize the tables. 

Surface owner consultation and coordination is assumed to be a msjor prerequisite 
to these mpnsgement proposals such that they must he considered tentative awaiting 
review. 

FOW 

18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

issues are addressed for subsurface estate: 

Locatable (hardrock) minerals. 

Saleable (sand, gravel, rock) minerals. 

Coal - colum "C" uwuitablility determinations are noted as: 
+ Building property conditionally unsuitable. 
0 FloodpLain/alluvial valley floor conditionally unsuitable. 
* Wildlife habitat conditionally unsuitable. 

Oil and Gas - column "B' seasons of surface occupancy are noted as: 

Surface Occupancy 
Permitted Tfnr? Period Rationale 

411 - 12/15 Mule Deer 
7/l - 12115 Bighorn Sheep i% Mule Deer 
7/l - 12/l5 Bighorn Sheep h Elk 
811 - 3/31 Wild Rirkey 
4/15 - u/15 Bald Eagle 

10/l - 3115 white Pelfcan 
7/l - 3131 Waterfowl 
6115 - 2128 Greater Prairie Chicken 
711 - 2/u Raptors 

10/15 - 5115 Recreation Protection 
711 - 4130 Elk Calving 

1 
2 

2 

z 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 

Refer to Chapter II prescription definitions for explanations of swmgement i.e. 
18A, 18B, IpC, 2OA, 21A. 21E, etc. Where no "X", Symbol, nor number is found the 
mineral estate is non-federal. 

I 
SZC.12 640 I x 
sec. 14 320 x 

, I I 
sw2.20 640 I 1 I I 

MANAGEMENT ZONE 1 

Potential 

276,625.35 acre* 

High 

0 

0 0 

Moderata 

0 

0 0 

Potential 

Low 

1,670.69 

4,96k4 

High 

80 
0 

319.16 

Moderate 

802.23 

368;.98 

788.46 

880" 

Potential 

High 

92.353.92 

t&.46 
0 

Moderate Low NOil.3 

87,2320.20 55J250.05 0" 
0 0 
0 0 32.14f.63 

Potential 

Hud-J Moderate Low 

682.30 6,497.55 0 
0 
0 400 

0 
0 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 

18. Locatable Minerals 

Available 
Concern Area 
Closed 

19. Salable Minerals 

Open 
Concern Area 
Closed 

20. coal. 

Suitable 
Open 
Unsuitable 
None 

21. Oil and Gas 

Standard 
Seasonal 
Yearlong 
open 
Unsuitable 

LOCifABLE SA::BLE OIL if, GAS 

sec. 28 40 X II Ill1 I HI I I I 
sec. 30 1640.361 t f 

LOCAlABLE SALABLE COAL OYL AND GAS LOCATABLE SALABLE COAL OIL AND 6115 



I , 

Sec.2 t 

LOCATABLE SALABLE COAL OIL AND 6AS 

LOCATABLE SALABLE COAL OIL AND GAS 



9s 

m- 
LOCiBAGLE 

19 
SALABLE CflL OIL ii0 GAS 

I  

Sec.18 492.80 
I 

sec.19 200 

LOCATABLE SALABLE COAL OIL AN0 GAS 

.._-_.. 
ENE ’ 18 19 20 21 

sac.6 39.7 x x x 

I I 
! I !  ] 

x 
I ! !  I I !  

I  I  ,  I  I ,  I  I  I  I  I  ,  ,  

sec.27 480 I I II I I u t”I I w 1 I I I SCC.28 1160 I I I # I I i 11 I I I 
I 

sec.29 440 

C. JZO 

I  I  I  I  I  I  

Sec.5:Lots1.2.3, 
?&!A. Sk.SwBk524.78 
I?&d&s* 

I I 

Sec.4 46.39 I I 
x 

x 

IllIl1IfIIII x 
41.5 + 

LOCATABLE SALABLE COAL OIL AND GAS 



1 
18 

LEGAL 
LOCATABLE s AEGL E a, OIL %D GAS 
96 
DESCRIPTION ACRES! A 1 B 1 C 1 A 1 8 1 C E 
Ssc.6;lor 5.6.7. 

I Ii I I II I I /I I I I II I I I I 
SW..30 318.35 x 

sec.31;s!&,skswk. 
tMcS!#ck.S~ 320 I 1 I II x I 1 I I 1 I 1 I sec. 32 160 x 

R I I 
Sec.6:Lor3 36.41 x 

I 
sec. 7 155.32 x 

I I !  ! ! I  i 

LOCATABLE SALABLE COAL OIL AND GAS LOCATABLE SALABLE COAL OIL AND GAS 
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al I 
WI I 

I I I I I I I I I 
I I I I I I I I I 

LOCATABLE SALABLE COAL OIL AN0 GAS 

1 
LEGAL LOCifABLE SAEBLE t f BL OIL I:0 GAS 

DESCRIPTION ACRES! A I 8 I C I A I B 1 t I A I B 1 C 1 0 I Al B 1 C 1 0 1 E . ".,*t.n..,m.... 

t  I  

sec.20;~ so I 

Sec.ZO:s$NE$ 560 
I x I ’ 

LOCATABLE SALABLE COAL OIL AND GAS 



1 18 19 
LOCATABLE SALABLE CfL OIL till GAS 

I IIIIlIaIIr9III’ 
sec.9 40 x 

Sec.12;N+tWk. 
b%lE% tsn I II I I lIlYI 1 II 11 I 
Sec*12;SHsL 1 40 1 x X 

I tt1mt I81 1 *at * 11 

LOCATABLE SALABLE COAL OIL AND GAS 

DESCRIPTION 

LOCATABLE SALABLE COAL OIL AND 6AS 



18 
LOCATABLE SAZBLE C%L OtL GiD SAS 

:A B C A B t Ci Dl Ai Bi C! D! E OLSCRIPtIONhlES A B i t 

I I ~7 I I I I o* I I I I I I 

_-_._ 
sm.13 1”” f I ! I f I, lx, -I 111 II I , , 

I II I I III I I II 
c. 

I’““1 I I I I I Il. I”1 I I I 

TlOS x6N I I I I I I II. I I I I I I I I 
h.li X 

LOCATABLE SALABLE COAL OIL AN0 6AS 

1 

tL-C., . LOC#ABLE &XL 
91 

OIL fib 615 

LOCATABLE SALABLE CDAL OIL AND 6AS 



i?E- Z[Kr 
OIL ft0 SAS 

--IL LOCifABLE SA:%GLE C%L 

,TIONACRES~AIBICIAIBICIAI SIC DlA GI Cl 

Sec.l;I& 320 x III I Ill I I 
LOCATABLE SALABLE COAL OIL AND GAS 

10. Locatable Miner&s 

AVU..l.able 
Concern Area 
Closed 

19. Salable Minerals 

MAJJAGEMEBT ZONE 2 

Potenti,el 

Ei&h Moderate 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

Potential 

Open 
Concern Area 
Closed 

Hish Moderate 

2,327.79 11,532.41 

1.~~.96 
3.621.03 

24~41.57 

20. COsl POttSltlEil 

Suitable 
Open 
Unsuitable 
BOW3 

High 

3,926.84 

720.85 
0 

Noderate 

7.7370.13 
0 
0 

21. Oil and Gas Potential 

Standard 
Seasonal 
Yearlong 
Open 
Unsuitable 

Sigh 44oderat.e 

%7,775.55 
36.472.36 48f2-27 

255.17 20 
6,n3.%3 0 

0 0 

187.317.06 acres 

e6413.92 
36s634.55 
49.042.23 

73,835.%% 
36,13%.31 
la,3%5.2% 

raw None 

46;. 04 
0 
0 

ii 
0 167.0450.68 

Low 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

APPENDIX C 

HANAGERENT OF SUBSURFACE MINERAL ESTATE 

III.I8”III..*** 
MC.19 79.30 x I I Ill I I II x x 8 I I l 

LOCATABLE SALABLE COAL OIL AN0 6AS LOCATABLE SALABLE COAL OIL AN0 GAS 



OIL fif0 GAS ___... 
DESCRIP' 

Sac.31 

I 8 I I 
hC.19 40 x x x 8 

Sec.19 120 x 1 x I Xl 8 I 

sec.24 1 *I i !  / 

Sec.4 92.80 x I x 8 I 
Sec.6 1200.3dl I x I I I x I II I I I Xl I 8 I I I 

I III I III I I I 
18 

I 

8m2.30 160 x 

T3N P44U I I II I I Ill 1 I II I I I 
Ssc.a 80 X x x 8 

LOCATABLE SALABLE COAL OIL AND GAS LOCATABLE SALABLE COAL OIL AND 6AS 



LOC!!ABLE 19 
SALABLE CfBL OIL Et GA< 

sec.17 x 8 
I ” I 

sec.22 40 1 x x 8 

s 4w?$ 
Nzd ’ b 26.17 I I I II I I II I I I II I x x x 81 1 1 
sec.;sbPcIw Y4Fk.SELS&* ’ Ll IllI IIII I IIIl..l I I 

__. 
sec.5 

I I I I 
Sec.18 1x1 I I 

I I 
I X 8 

xl al I 

-zm R4N I I I II I 
sec. 33 320 x 

LOCATABLE SALABLE COAL OIL AND GAS 

LOCATABLE SALABLE COAL OIL AND GAS 
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. 

. 

I I I I li 
sec.10 ISOIXI I I: 

LOCATABLE SALABLE COAL OIL AN0 GAS 

18 19 20 21 

I I I , , , I 
LOCATABLE SALABLE COAL OIL AND GAS 



LOCATABLE SALABLE COAL 

LOCATASLE SALABLE CDAL OIL &ND GAS 



. 

. 

TIN R61U I 
Sec.ZS:NPkWi% 1 

13N R6W iItlItHIIIIIIl, 
ec. I’“” I xI I I “I 1 I I x x I I I I 1 

sec. 24 120 x x 
I 

X X 

sec.25 40 x x x x 
f I 1 1 f 

Sec. 29 360 x 
I 

x 
I 

x X I I 
sec.30 173.84 x x x X I I I , I 

T3N R6,w I I II I I I I I I 5kc.4 320 x x x 

T,C PITY I Ill IUI I III I I I 
sac.22 6.50 x 

-mI!kiMu I I I I I I II I I I f I I I I sec.7 160 x x x x 

DESCRIPTION 

ia 19 

LOCATABLE SALABLE COAL OIL AND GAS LOCATABLE SALABLE CDAL OIL AND GAS 



LOCifABLE 19 20 
SALABLE COAL OIL if, GAS 

A 1 B 1 C 1 A 1 B 1 C i A 1 B 1 C 1 0 A B C D E 
I IxH I Ixll I I lxx 

x 

DESCRIPTION 

-43w I II 

sac.34 312.05 x x x x 

715s R43w 
sec. 14 

T2S R44W 
sec.11 40 

,.- 

240 x x t 

- 

LOCATABLE SALABLE COAL OIL AND GAS 

LOCATABLE SALABLE 



2 
18 19 20 21 

sec.34 240 x x 
Ill1 I III 

x x 
I I I 

LOCATABLE SALABLE COAL OIL AN0 GAS 

LOCATABLE SALABLE COAL OIL AN0 GAS 
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2 

DESCRIPTION 
sac.29 

18 

TilS RSOW Ul I I I 
See.6 so g I I II I x I I I 

T16S BSOU III I I I 
3ec.rG II I I I xu” I I I I 

, 
Sac. 22 320 X 

Sec.26 

TSS R52W RI IRI , , 
SW.3 SO.62 x x x x 

1 I I I ,I 1 I ,I I 
sec.10 640 x x 

I Y  I I II I I II I 
T&B R52” 1 I I I II I I II I I , , , 
sec.1 48.00 X 

TSS R52W 
SPC.1 

TlOS B52W 
set .8 

TllS BSZW 
sec.4 

Sec.6 

T13S R52W 
%C.lO 

I I I 
sec. 24 320 

I u I 

‘15 ll>JW I I 1 I , I I, , 
Sec.31 I40 II I I I II I 

I I I I R I I II I I I 
Sec.3 160 I Ix I I Ix II I I x 

T13S R5N I I I II I I II I s.ec.lll 320 X x 

T16S R53N I I i II I I II I set -2 140 1x1 I Ix1 I II I 
I il I I I I I II I set .4 173.00 1 x 1 

LOCATABLE SALABLE COAL OIL AND GAS LOCATABLE SALABLE COAL OIL AND GAS 



LOCATABLE SALABLE COAL OIL AND GAS 

LOCATABLE SALABLE COAL OIL AND GAS 



2 
18 19 20 21 

LEGAL LOCATABLE SALABLE COAL OIL AND GAS 

OESCRlPTIOK ACRES! A B C A B 1 C li A 1 B 1 C 1 0 1 A!  B 1 C I 0 1 E 

-17s R%U I II I I I II I I I I 
ec.1s 40 s 

I 
sec. 28 40 x x x x 

sec. 33 160 X x x lx 

m 2 
-__. 

LkbAL 
DESCRIPTIOI LACRESi A 1 B -- L 

LOCiyABLE OIL :hI 6AS 

_ !  C 1 A';:q,l'C 1 A!  B!  C 1 D !  

T$s R59W 
See. 24 160 x X 

. ^̂  _ _^.. 

sic. 24 I III I I I 
240 x x x x 

17” 1 

sec. 28 

sec. 1s 

sec. 20 

sec.9 
I I II , I I, , , , 

^,_ _I... I I I I I I II I I I II I l 

T3S R58U I I I I f I I I I I I II I I I 
Sec.26 L60 x x 

I I INI I 
x x 

I t 
I  1, 1 

I I III I I %I T5S R58W , ” t , n , , ” t 
) 320 l 1 1 

Ill i I I 
see.14 x 11 1 ) Xl x x 

t II I I I I 
I I xllxl I I I 

I I t I ,I , I II , I I II I I I I 
Sec.,4 120 x x II I I I II I x x I I I 

I  ” f  ,  I ,  I  I  I ,  I  I  I  , I  I  ,  ,  ,  

I I I I I I I II I I I I I I I I 

T14S RSBW 
SW.2 120 x 

I  ,  I  I I  I  I  , I  ,  I  
sac.24 I* I I I li I 

/  I  ,  ,  ,  ,  

I u I I I AXI I I I 

I  1 ,  I ,  I  ,  , ,  ,  /  ,  ,  ,  

LOCATABLE SALABLE COAL OIL AND GAS LOCATABLE SALABLE CDAL OIL AND GAS 



18 19 20 21 

t i ixi i ii i i 
1 1 1 1 ’ Jl 1 1 

LOCATABLE SALABLE COAL OlL AND GAS 

MANAGEMENT ZONE 3 6,697.13 acres 

18. Locatable Minerals 

law 

Available 
Concern Area 
Closed 

High 

0 
0 
0 

1,290.66 
2.997.11 
1,155.62 

19. Salable Minerals 

Potential 

Moderate 

0 
0 
0 

Potential 

High Moderate LOW 

Open 
Concern Area 
Closed 

205 

6;: 

29 1.206.25 
160 530.41 
475.62 2~04.08 

20. CO?‘1 Potential 

High Moderate 

Suitable 
open 
Unsuitable 
None 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

5,45&x 

21. Oil and Gas Potential 

High Moderate 

Standard 1s959.86 260 
Sl%QXXlti 1,308.16 340 
Yearlong 2.399.2 180 

open 250 0 
Unsuitable 0 0 

SAt:BLE CfllL OIL % GAS 
18 

LOCATABLE 

LOCATAGLE SALABLE COAL OIL AND GAS 
LOCATABLE SALABLE COAL OIL AND GAS 



LOCATABLE SALABLE COAL OIL AND GAS 

18. Locatable Minerals 

Available 
Concern Area 
Closed 

19. Salable Minerala Potential 

Open 
Concern Area 
Closed 

20. coal 

Suitable 
Open 
Unsuitable 
NOlIt 

MANAGEMENT ZONE 4 

Potential 

High Moderate 

0 1,000 
955.8 80 

0 fl,-r48.81 

High Moderate Lov 

0 

4800 

5366.88 6,185.74 
4,015.72 0 
7,504.95 12.237.80 

Potential 

High 

0 
0 
0 
0 

Moderate 

6J4i.63 
0 
0 

40,031.75 acres 

10,892.62 
2,979.92 
0,693.94 

Low None 

0 0 
12,251.s 0 

0 0 
0 17,029.27 

21. Oil and Oas Potential 

High Moderate Low 

Standard 17,331.m 17,191.7 0 
Seasonal 1.735.65 3,301.89 0 
Yearlong 0 0 0 
Open 0 160 0 
Unsuitable 0 0 0 

E 

TllN P%V 
sec. I 80 x II I I I I I !, H*l 

IX U”I 
e . 4” x x - 

LOCATABLE SALABLE COAL OIL AND GAS 



DESCRIPTION 

Sec.3l;N& 

I I I II I I I u I I I I 

T9N t.SW 
sec. 28 80 x 

T9N N59N III I I I 

seC.ll 320 X 

See.?, 240 X 

i I I I I 
Sec. 24 1320 I I I x I 

IlIIilI II I I III I I I 

SC.9 120 X X X 

sec. 2Y I320 X x I 

T9N 9.58” I I I I I I I II I I I I I t 
See. 33 I@JIXl I 1x1 I Ii 4 I IXIXI I I I 

I I I I I I I 11 t I I I I I I I 

T10N BSW 

--.. ---” 
hc.26 { 320 1 t 

LOCATABLE SALABLE COAL OIL AND 6AS LOCATABLE SALABLE COAL OIL AND GAS 



DESCRIPTION 

18 19 20 21 

TlON R66W 
Sec.2 

I I II I I i I I I 180 n I I IXII I XI I UXI I , I 

LOCATABLE SALABLE COAL OIL AND GAS 

MANAGEMENT ZONE 5 38,881.26 acres 

18. Locatable M3.neral.s Potential 

Available 
Concern Area 
Closed 

High Moderate 

0 1,890.94 
713.17 30.996.05 

0 0 

0 
1,738.25 

0 

19. Salable Minerals Potent ial 

High Moderate 

0 1,570.94 
7,307.36 25,662.54 

0 0 

Low 

Open 
Concern Area 
Closed 

320 
477.61 

0 

20. COEiL Potential 

High Moderate Low None 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 35.x8.41 

Suitable 
Open 
Unsuitable 
NOIE 

21. Oil and Gas Potential 

High Moderate 

Standard 0 8.649.93 9,795.m 
Seasonal 0 tL506.52 13,929.x 
Yearlong 0 0 0 
Open 0 0 0 
Unsuitable 0 0 0 

LOCATABLE SALABLE COAL OIL AND GAS LOCATABLE SALABLE COAL OIL ANO GAS 
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ZtrfF 5 18 19 20 
I r"., LOCATABLE SALABLE COAL OIL ::I, 6AS 

:2N R70W I I I I II I I Ii I I I R I ! I t 
Sec.6 160.00 x x x x 

I I I II I I ll I I I I I I I I 

T4N R70” Sec.4 u I I II I I II I I I 1 I I I I 
P”“.“U I x I II I x I II I I I x I I ’ I I I 

I I I I I I I I I 
‘Sec. 9 X X X 

Sec.17 
I*“” 

x 
Y  

x 1 I x 1 
t  I 

; 
I  I  I  ” 

kc.18 80 X li t X X 1 

Sec.28 111 1 x x x b 

T5N RWW I I u I I II I I I li I I I I 
sec.2 40 x X X 1 II 

LOCATABLE SALABLE CDAL OIL AND 6AS 

5 18 19 
LEGAL LOCATABLE SALABLE CZL OIL tiD GAS 

DESCRIPTION ACRES! A I B I C 1 A 1 B 1 C 1 A I B I C I D 1 Al B I C I D I E 

40 x X x x III I III I I I 
LOCATABLE SALABLE CDAL OIL AND GAS 
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18 19 
. L°CATA!Lf . SALABLE 4% OIL :tD GAS Y  I . I 

'0 E 
+ 

TllN R71U IIIIIInIIlnIIII 
Sec.2 x 

I I I 
x 

I I I I I I I 
x x I I I 

MANAGEMENT ZONE 6 9.238.81 acres 

18. Locatable Hinerals Potential 

High Moderate Low 

Available 1.4011.39 0 0 
Concern Area 1.839.38 0 
Closed 0 5a95.03 0 

19. Salable Mineral8 Potential 

High Moderate LOV 

Open 3,24:.78 0 0 

Concern Area 0 Closed I. ,840 2,835.03 40: 

20. coal Potential 

High Moderate Low 

Suitable 0 0 0 
Open 0 0 0 
Unsuitable 0 0 0 

N0lle 0 0 0 

NOW2 

0 
0 

9,2380.81 

21. Oil and Gas Potential 

High t.5odemt.e Low 

Standard a 220.68 1,866.56 
Sea a0na.l 0 80 
Yearlong 0 0 

y;.54 

Open 0 0 41155.03 
Unsuitable 0 0 0 

=A 18 19 20 
LEGAL LOCATABLE SALABLE COAL OIL +iO GAS 
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18. Locatable Minerals Potential 

Available 
Concern Area 
Closed 

High 

0 
0 
0 

Moderate 

19. Salable Minerals Potential 

High 

0 
3,811.w 
1.890.9 

Moderate 

open 
Concern Area 
Closed 

0 
0 
0 

20. coal Potential 

High 

0 
0 
0 
0 

Moderate 

Suitable 

Open 
Unsuitable 
None 

0 
0 
0 
0 

21. Oil and 0as 

High 

Standard 
Seasonal 
Y earlOng 
Open 
Unsuitable 

Potential 

Moderate Lola 

0 1,014.41 
0 1.280 
0 
0 3,4&J 
0 0 

MANAGEMENT ZONE 7 5,781.~~ acres 

LOU 

0 
0 
0 

I&v None 

0 0 
0 0 
0 
0 5JO10.99 



18. Locatable Minerals 

Available 
Concern Area 
Closed 

19. Salable Minerals 

Open 
Concern Area 
Closed 

20. coal 

Suitable 
Open 
Unsuitable 
NOW2 

21. Oil end Gas 

Standard 
SCaSOnal 
Yearlong 
Open 
Unsuitable 

ENE 7 18 19 20 

DESCRlPTfON 

OIL f:O GAS 

LOCATABLE SALABLE COAL OIL AWD GAS 

MANAC~ENT ZONE 8 

Potential 

High Moderate 

2,4890.66 7,853.94 0 

0 280 

Potential 

Sigh Moderate 

10,0409.66 0 0 
280 0 

Potential 

High Moderate 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

Potential 

High Moderate 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

10,623.6 acres 

low 

0 
0 
0 

LOW 

0 
0 
0 

Low 

0 
0 
0 
0 

Non=?! 

0 
0 
0 

10,623.6 

0 
1,973.14 

S,6500.46 
0 

18 19 20 21 
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T3S R72U 

18. Locatable Minerals 

Available 
Concern Area 
Closed 

19. Salable Minerals Potential 

Open 
Concern Area 
Closed 

MANAGEMENT ZONE 9 

Potential 

High Moderate 

4,31&6 
0 

15,227.22 
0 6,302.63' 

Hie;h Moderate 

x),0805.91 5J5i.7 
0 0 

25,040.64 acres 

0 
0 
0 

LOU 

0 
0 
0 
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20. Cd -. 

21. Oil and Gas 

Standard 0 0 4,335.G 
Seasonal 0 0 1,177.bb 
YeErlOng 0 0 0 
Open 0 0 14,227.29 
Unsuitable 0 0 0 

High 

0 
0 
0 
0 

Moderate 

0 
0 
0 
0 

Low None 

0 0 
0 0 
0 
0 25.8400.61 

Potential 

High Moderate Low 

Potential 

LC”ftL 

DESCRIPTION ACRES! A 

t 
C 1 C 1 E 

T6S Rb9U I I II I I II I I I II I I I I 
sec.19 

sec.20 

Ssc.28 

sec. 29 

See;M 

Sec.31 

Sec. 32 

sec.33 

ZmE 
Y 

18 
sA:zBLE 

20 21 
. ..“.. LOCATABLE COAL OIL AND GAS 
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DESCRIPTION 

19 

i 

OIL :iD GAS 

0 1 AI C 1 E 

see.27 x x 
1 

sec. 28 240 x 

Sec.29 40 x x 
, 
I II I 

- 

Available 
Concern Area 
Closed 

19. Salable Minerals 

Open 
Concern Area 
Closed 

20. CO4l. 

Suitable 
Open 
Unsuitable 
NOlX 

High 

1,160 
0 

1,x7.60 
0 

Moderate 

1,2oL', 
0 
0 

21. Oil and Gas Potential 

Standard 
Seasonal 
Yearlong 
Open 
Unsuitable 

LOCATABLE SALABLE COAL OIL AND GAS 

MANAGEMENT ZONE 10 

Potent ial 

High 

0 
0 
0 

Moderate 

3,03!.68 
0 

Potential 

High 

280 
4,686.32 

760 

Moderate 

320 

5200 

Potential 

High Moderate 

751.43 679.50 
80 520 
80 240 

0 0 
0 520 

14,yy3.94 acres 

Low 

0 
1,652.64 
1,240 

LOW 

0 
0 
0 

Low None 

0 0 
4,930.01 0 

0 0 
0 5,277.28 

160 
4,406.32 

0" 
480 

21 
OIL AND GAS 

II I / // , , I, I / , II I , , 

I II I 1 ! /  !  ! !  !  I I 

TIN P.61W 
sec.10 

116 II I I II I I II I I I II I I I I 
11 x ( / 1 11 ( 1 / 1 

I 0 I I I I I II I I I tt I I I I 
SeC.ZO;%N5% + 

I II / I II 1 I II I I I II I I I I 
Sec.ZO;V$NYI 80 x 

I H I i II I I II I i I II I I i 1 
LLIB ~f4.W I II I I II I I II I I I II I I t I 
Sec.26 20 x 

I , ,I I I I, 
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DOS R67W I I I w  I I II 1 I I II I I I I 
sec.7 so l/4 

Tl?S R67W be.2.b 14J.,Y II I I II I hl II I I I xl1 IJ I I 

Sec.33 140 II I I II I I II 1x1 I II I I I I 

T&S R6S” I I I I I sec.s P II I x I II I x I II I x I I 
II I 1 I 
I/ I I I I 

T4S P.69” 
x 

SGJC.25 I 30 IX I II I XI II I I i 
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GLOSSARY AND ABBRJWIATIONS 

BLM Administered Land - In combination all public land and all subsurface estate 
under BLM control. 

CEQ - Council on Environmental Quality. 

District - BLM administrative subdivision of the state headed by the District 
Etanager. 

DOW - Colorado Division of Wildlife, Department of Natural Resources. 

EIS - Environmental Impact Statement. 

Federal Land - Land that any federal agency administers. 

FLFMA - The Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 19?6. 

Impact - A positive or negative result from mans actions. (also: affect or 
effect). 

Land Tenure - Ownership or administrative status. 

Legal Description -The legally accepted method of locating and describing land 
for identification. 

Management Unit - A tract or group of tracts of public land within a management 
sons for which resource management is ciisplayed. 

Management Zone - One of 10 regions of the Northeast Resource Area. 

t4anager - The office lead of either a District or Resource Area. 

Mineralization - There is identified value for miners1 development, frequently 
based on past development. 

Mitigation - A measure or method used to reduce or eliminate an anticipated 
impact. Frequently in the form of a contract stipulation. 

MSA - .%nsgement Situation Analysis. This inventory anslysis document was pre- 
pared to help develop the alternatives and is available at the Resource 
Area Office. 

NEPA - The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. 

NERA - Northeast Resource Area. 

NFS - National Park Service, Department of Interior. 

03% - Office of Surface Mining, Department of Interior. 

Payment in Lieu of Taxes - (PILT) Federal payment to state or local governments 
based on ownership of federal land. PILT Act 
of 1976. 

Preference Right Lease Application (PRLAf - Non competitive coal lease 
applications which were filed prior 
to 1976 for areas in which there 
were no known economically valuable 
coal deposits. 

Preferred - The plan slternative which is presently and tentatively determined 
to be the best for implementation. Still subject to public comment 
and change. 

Public Land - Land which the BLM administers both the surface and subsurface 
resources. (i.e. surface/subsurface estate). 

R&PP - Recreation and Public Purposes. This act allows disposal of public land 
for these purposes. 

Regulations - ?ianagement procedures as given by official Department OF 
Interior printed rules base3 upon legal authority. 

Resource Area - Administrative subdivision of the District. The smallest and 
closest to the ground office of the BIK 

RMP - Resource Llanagement Plan. 

s - Section. Used in legal description of land. An area of approximately 
643 acres. 

scs - Soil Conservation Service, Department of Agriculture. 

Split Estate - The ownership of legal rights are not wholely owned by one 
entity. 

Stipulation - A condition or requirement included in a lease or contract. 
Usually in an effort to mitigate an impact. 

Subsurface Estate - Land where the surface resources have been legally split 
from the subsurface resources and the BW administers the 
subsurface or minerals only. e.g. oil and gas, coal, etc. 

Surface Estate - Land where the surface resources have been legally split from 
the subsurface resouroes and the reference is to whomever 
administers the surface or above ground only. e.g. grass, 
trees, etc. 

': & E - Threatened and Endangered species. There are federal and state 
designations (lists). 

USFS - Forest Service, Department of Agriculture. 

USGS - Geologic Survey, Department of Interior. 

Withdrawal - The official restriction of certain specified land uses or actions 
to preserve or protect certain other specific resources or public 
uses. e.g. water power, recreational, etc. 

Alternative - A distinct resource management plan that could he implemented. 

Acquired Subsurface Estate - Subsurface estate legally acquired by the 'US 
government. Locatable minerals are excluded from 
the 1872 mining law, they must instead he leased. 

BW - Bureau of Land Management, Department of Interior. 
\ 
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